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COMMENTS TO PROPOSED (DRAFT) NPDES PERMIT NO 0003301
DOW CHEMICAL U.S.A., IOUISIANA DIVISION

Dear Ms. Caldwell:

The attachment constitutes the Comments of The Dow Chemical Coumpany,
Ioulsiana Division, to the referenced Draft NPDES Permit, due on or before
August 24, 1984 per Reglon VI letter to Dow by R. E. Hannaschlager, dated
June 28, 1984.

Dow's comments consist of and are assembled in an order corxesponding to
that of the draft permit as follows:

1. Comments which focus on the Fact Sheet in terms of its sufficiency and
quality and;

2, Comments specifically pertipnent to each process area or functional
activity of Dow's Iouilsiana Division operations, consisting of:

a. A ravision of the draft comments which Dow aubmitted and preﬁented
to BrA in a meeting at the Dow location on July 19, 1984 and at a
neeting in Dallas on August 9, and;

k., Comments on process aree permit Limdtetions, not previovaly ecom~
mented on by Dow, covering the following plants:

Tankcar - 1200
Power I -~ 1300

LAEC II/LBC IXI -~ 2200 & 700
Glycol I -~ 400

Poly A - 010

Poly B - D09

Sanitary Sewer - 1100
Vinyl II - 1700

DOWANOL® -~ 1800

R&D Block -~ 2400
Northwest Landf{ll - 3001

Powar I - 1900

Water Treatment - 1400
Methanes -~ 1500

Drs -~ 16010

Catalynt Treatment -~ 1400
Ethylene Carbonate -~ 2600
Coal Pile -~ 2800

0ld Tank Parm -~ 2500

AN DPERATING UNIT OF THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY
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3, A revision of the so-called generic comments previously submitted and
presented EPA in a meeting in Dallas, Texas at EPA Headquarters on
June 25, 1984, conaisting of:

4. Revisions to vhat was submitted and;

b. Comments and generic issues and subjects not previously submitted
to EPA. .

4. A summary compliance schedule which will be necessary in order for Dow
to meet certain draft permit limitations and conditions.

THIS SUBMISSION CONSISTS OF COMMENTS NOT PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED TO EPA AS
WELL AS REVISIONS 'TO COMMENTS FREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED, AS DESCRIBED ABOVE,
AND CONSTITUTES DOW'S CONSOLIDATED, PINAL AND COMPLETE COMMENTS TO THE
DRAFT PERMIT LAOO03301 (EXCEPT AS NOTED).*

while all previous submissions of comments by Dow should be discarded in
favor of today's submission, the previous comments were submitted in draft
form for the purpose of facilitating the early communication of Dow's con-
cerns to BEPA as well as to permit EPA, Region VI, an early start toward
understanding and considering Dow's concerns about this very, very compli-
cated and comprehensive draft permit.

The final consolidated comments being submitted today do not constitute
wholesale or drastic revisions to Dow's draft comments submitted previocusly
such as to render any previous work invested by Region VI in the draft com-
ments of no value. Indeed, they were and are of great value In considering
today's submission.

In order to facilitate EPA's consideration of these couments, we have used
the following format in presenting our comments (and draft comments):

A. Comment statement of the problem or issue.

B. Justification for the statement conslsting of a discussion, with or
without data, of the problem being dealt with by the comment,

C. Regquested Changes to Draft Parmit needed to overcome the problem,
including revised (marked up) coples of the pertinent draft permit page.

D. Requests for Clarification concerning the derivation and/or basis of
specific limitations or conditions in the draft permit.
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Comments made by various Agency personnel during the clarification meetings
that have occurred between Dow and EPA (June 25, 1984 in Dallas, Taxas,
July 13, 1984 and August 9, 1984) lead Dow to believe that Region VI is
aseriounly targeting October 1, 1984 as a date on which to issues a final
decision on whether or not (with or without changes} to issue an NPDES
Permit to Dow.

Considering the due date for comments, the date of this submission, the
tremendous complexity of Dow's facility and permit and the fact that Dow
has invested a super-extraordinary effort, involving the equivalent of five
people for well in excess of two months for preparation of comments, Dow
considers that for EPA to devote only a period of approximately 30 days
{i.e. end of August to end of September, 1984) in which to digest Dow's
comments, properly consider them, review the draft permit for possaible
neceasary changes, prepare responses to Dow's comments, and draft a final
decision ~ all toward the formalistic goal of achieving an October 1, 1984
deadline for isasuing a final decision, would be grossly unfair to Dow and
be totally inadequate. ‘

Accordingly, we seriously request Region VI to abandon its October 1, 1984
deadline, if it has such a target, and devote a reascnable time and effort
to examining the comments of Dow and any other submitters, including con-
sidering any comments of the State of Louisiana relative to certification,
so that an envirommentally and technically sound NPDES Permit will be
issued., If this is done, we believe that most, if not all, of the adminis-
tratively resolvable problems can be overcome.

We doubt there is any NFDES Permit issued or being worked on that is
anywhere near as complex as LA0003301, the instant permit. It therefore
deserves a serious, studied and well considered effort by EPA ~- and
moreover, a comparable effort to that of Dow. We did not have any more
"spare” people to devote to this permit than EPA. We, nevertheless,
"...found the time..." which ig what EPA must, in fairness to permittees,
do. After all, EPA and the Gtate of Lonisiana are, in effect, partners
with Dow in this worthy environmental effort,

While these are Dow's final written comments, Dow does intend to submit the
following additional comments and for the reasons indicated:

*On or about June 28, 1984, Dow requested EPA, Region VI, for its justi-
fication document underlying the Pact Sheet (which EPA agreed to
furnish). On July 9, 1984, not having received it, we filed an "POIA"
requast for it. BHence, not having veceived it prior to this sub-
mission, Dow intends to submit supplemental comments to the Pact Sheet
within a few days after we receive the justification.
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A computer analysis of existing data for TPH/TPR demonstrating which
daily maximum to dally average ratio is appropriate considering the
variation of the individual TPH/TPA members, in order to achieve a 99%
confidence level. The underlying data are avallable but could not be
physically processed in time for submission of these comments, though
the problem is discussed in today's comments.

Sincerely,

u.Q’gf‘

. W. Dalgre
Health and Envirommental) Manager

Bb

Attachment



‘PACT SHEET COMMENTS

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGES 3 THROUGH 21

The Zact sheet is fatally defactive in that: it fails to set forth
the principal facte, the significant factual, legal and methodolo-
gical basis for the draft parmit and the related policy questions
sufficiently enough to enable the permittee and the public to fully
understand the basis for and the derivation of the permit limita.
Noreover, it appears, from the explanations and lack of explanation
and disclosure of data, that many permit limits are withovt support
in the record.

Justification

In order to point out the many defects in the Pact Sheet, hence,
basis to support many limitations in the draft permit, each defect
has been circled on a copy of the Fact Sheet and numbered. Mach
number item is listed and a brief explanation given to describe why
the item was identified as a defect.

Item No. Description of the Defect
1 2ip Oode is 70765-0150. |
. 2 Typo - DOWANOLS®
3 Ethylene and Propylena
4 Final Outfall flow based on most recent 18

months DMR data indicates the following:

Ave/Daily — 446 NGD
Max/Daily - 654 MGD
Min/Daily ~ 300 MGD

5 Typoe « Intermittent
6 What is the basim of these numbers? Permittee

has no idea where they came from or what is
! meant by these concentrations, or how it was

: applied.

i ? Typo ~ 001

! ] Typo ~ Mathyl Chloride
i

' . ®TRADEMARK OF THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY
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Item KNo.

10

11

Description of the Defect

summarized follows:
Date

May 5, 1982

June 1, 1982

January 24, 1983

February 9, 1983

March 17, 1983

April 15, 1983

August 18, 1983

Typo - Carbon Tetrachloride
Typo - considered

See bracketed portion following

The Pact Sheet should be supplemented to fully rveflect tha history of
BAT related correspondence and meetings between Dow and Region VI, as

Item and bescription

Dow letter signed by J. B. Martin of Dow to
J. Dehn requesting revisions to the
November, 1979 permit.

Dow letter signed by J. B. Martin of Dow to
J. Dehn clarifying points made to EPA,
Mey 7, 1982,

EPR, Reglon VI, letter signed by O. Cabra
referencing an EPA plant visit relative to
BAT and requesting certain information.

Letter from D. Graham of Dow confimming
receipt of January 24, 1983 letter.

Iatter from B. Thomas of Dow to G. McKenna
of State Dept. of Natural Resources
noting visit of McKenna to Dow plant on
March 14, 1983 for purposes of State cer-
tification and submitting process descrip-
tions requested by MoKenns.

Letter from J. B. Martin of Dow to O. Cabra,
noting meeting between Dow and EPA on

January 10 and 11, and submitting a partial
regponse to EPA's request of January 24, 1983.

Letter to O. Cabra of RPA by J. B. Martin
of Dow submitting the remainder of the
information requested by EPA on

January 24, 1983,
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Pate

August 23, 1983

Beptember 1, 1983

September 9, 1983

OCTOBER 21, 1983

Novembar 17, 1983

April 13, 1984

April 18, 1984

May 15, 1984

MAY 26, 1984

June 8, 1984

June 14, 1984

Item and Descriotion

letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to

G. McXenna of State Dept. of Natural
Resources submitting a draft permit with
Dow's proposed changes to the existing per-
mit along with explanation of future pollu-
tion control projects.

letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to J. Dehn of
EPA submitting Dow's proposals for the
"next" BAT Permit.

Letter by D. W. Graham of Dow to J. Dehn
of BPA submitting data per phone conver-—
sation August 23, 1983.

Meeting between Dow and EPFA on a BAT Permit.

letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to J. Dehn
of EPA answering October 21, 1983 questions.

Letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to 8. Becker
of EPA advising EPA that Dow will, by

May 15, 1984, submit certain identified
information relative to a BAY Permit.

Lattaer to J. Dehn of EPA by D. Guatafson of
Dow advising Dehn of the 1982 and 1983
discharge losses at Poly A and Poly B
plants, requesting elimination of moni-
toring at Oucfalls 009 and 010.

ietter to J. Dehn of EPA by D. Guetafson of

" Dow submitting the Dow data promised in the

Aprii 13, 1984 letter.
EPA published draft HAT Permit.

Letter from Dow requesting extension to 120
dayns for comment period.

EPA letter to Dow granting 30-day extension
to July 26, 1984,
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Item No.

Date

June 20, 1984

Description of the Defect

Item and Description

Letter by G. W. Daigre of Dow to

M. Satterwhite of EPA confirming plans to
visit BPA in Dallas, Texas on June 25, 1984
with agenda for meeting attached.

JONE 25, 1984 Meeting in Dallas between Dow and EPA,

June 26, 1984

June 28,

Letter by Vinson and Elkins (for Dow) to
bick Whittington of EPA requesting an addi-
tional extension to the comment period to
August 24, 1984.

Latter to G. W. Dalgre of Dow f£rom
R. E. Hannessachlager of EPA extending the
comment period to August 24, 1984.

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Division final outfall flow averages 446 MGD,
Sege note 4 on previous page.

Lack of analytical sengitivities for some para-
meters requires effluent regulations at
upstream sources; not the layout of the return
water system.

Should be "Final Outfall 001",

Internal outfall nuwbering is incongistent with
draft permit.

Should be "Final Outfall 0H03%,

The permittee has no idea what this statement
means. Fleasa explain.

This statement is not true. wWhat is the source
of this information? The permit writer had no
data to support this conclusion.

The permittee doubts seriously that this is the
purpose for bilomonitoring. In fact, tha whole
paragraph is not clear., o what does *such
dilution® refer? There is no antacedent basis.
Please note Dow's comments on biomonitoring in
the Part IY and IXI Comments.
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20

27

22

23
24

25

26
27
28

29

3o

11
32
33

34

35

36

37

Typo ~ presence.

Inconaistent with draft permit. There is no
need for a back-up oxygen demand parameter
since TOD has bean used succeasfully to show no
oxygen demand problems (< 100 lb/day TOD). See
comments on CPE Plant.

Inconaistent with draft permit but not needed
anyway. No justification for this parameter.

See “OTCW ~ Net TOD" smection.

Typo - inorganic.

Baged on limited data (one sample each outfall)
in Porm 2C submittal. See more recent data in
comments of internal outfall for the Chlorine
plants.

What is the basis of this number?

Run-on sentences.

Should be 0311.

Incorrect internal outfall nmumbers. Should be
331, 341, 351, 361 and 3N,

¥What does "adjacent to the chlor-alkali II
plant" mean? Typo -~ alkali.

See "OICW Net TOD" dfscussion.
Typo - Maintenance.
CTP should be "Envirommental Operations".

Inconsistent with the statement that no
priority pollutants were ldentified,

¥What is the basis for this daily maximum number?

How was this determined with so little data on
the OTCW?

¥hat is the basis for the 12 pounds am it relates

to the 52 1lb/day limitation? This whole paragraph

is confusing and has no justification given.
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Item No.

k1

39
40

41

42

43

44

45

46
47
48
L}
50

51

Description of the bDefect

Should have used data submitted to EPA on
November 17, 198) which gave more represen—
tative, updated flows.

Should be "reflux” instead of influx.

Run-on sentence.

What ie basis for the 0.1 mg/1 level? Since
the permit writer allowed for six tompounds in
the process water, why ware not six compounds
allowed in the OTCW?

This is equivalent to four inches of rain per
day. Not very realisticl Should be more like
0.06 MGD,

what is “emperical 4data"? Typo - Bmpirical.
The empirical data used should be disclosed.

Iittle or no chance that the rainfall run-off
will contain residual chlorine.

vhy is this a dally maximum calculation when

all previous calculations have been daily
averaga? No vacisbility factor was allowed,

why?

See comments on Solvents Plant,
Incorrect ~ only by direct chlorinaton.
Incorrect —~ Wo longexr done,

Incorrect - Bee 47 above.

Not comsistent with Solvents Plant OTCW (0.05 mg/l1).

What is basis for presence of aix omponents? At

the most, there should be only two.
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Jtem No.

53

54

55

56

57
58
59
60
61

62

63

64

65

66

Description of the Defect

Typo - above,

Based on old data -~ Should have used data supplied
EPA on November 17, 1983,

Allowed Solvents 12.5 avg/24 max for the same
stream. Inconsistentl!l Why the difference?

Typo should be "empirical®™. What is this
"empirical® criteria? wWhat is the basis for the
criteria? The "empirical &ata®™ should be
disclosed.

The permittee ser:lbualy doubts this - see
Chlorinated Hydrocarbon comments.

Ehould be *"511%.

Should be "II".

Typo - olefing.

Ro naphtha used in LHC IX as a raw material.
Sea OTON -~ Het TOD comments,

Incorrect — Thia is Outfall 007 in existing per-
mit., There are ten years of data in the DMR flle.

What is the basis for such extennive momitoring?
An indicator ocompound (benzene) makes more sense?
Hhy can®t such an indlcator be used?

See comments on LBC XX,

Bee compents on LEC IT and LEC IXIX.

Mhat is Region VI standard requirement for oil and
grease? 50 or 55 mg/l is used interchangeably.

Please cite Region VI guidance which establishes
the "standard requirement”™ and provide a copy.
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Item Wo.

67
68

69

70

T

72
13
T4

75

76

17

78
79

80
81

82

83

Description of the Defect

Should be “B00".

Typo - hydrolyzed.

Chromate treatment is no longer used on Glycol IX.
8ee comments on Glycol II.

Bee Glycol XII comments.

Ko detectable level of nickel was reported for
this outfall on Form 2C. What was basis for
nickel?

Typo -~ intermittent.

*0001" should be “001%.

Should bhe *500°,

DMt results indicate no need to continue moni-
toring some of the required parameters. Several
parameters should be deleted. See Poly B
comments .

should be *1000".

Should be "Louisiansa Department of Envirommental
Quality”.

£hould be "railcar cleaning™.
Typo - maintenance.

Incorrect -~ have agreed to send wash water from
organic cars to central treatment plant.

See comments on Tankoar Cleaning and Plant
Haintenance.

“ph* should be "pEH",

ghould be “are”™ not "is",
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Iten No.

84
85

B6

87

88

89
90
91
92

91

94

95

96

pPescription of the Defect

Typo - catalyzed.
Incorrect - they are recycled to another process,

When this caleulation was made for the Solvents
Plant, the result was a 10-3ay avarage, not a
max {mum.

Why was the TPH limit for 1521 based on 1 my/l1
rathexr than limits similar to those used for
Solvents and Vinyl I? Why was the limit a daily
maximum rather than an average like outfalls at
Solvents and Vinyl I?

shat data does the permit writer have to be able
to assume that 1541 can be treated to 0.1 mg/17?
What flow rates were used for 1531 and 15417 This
data must be dlsclosed.

See ocomments on Chlorinated Bydrocarbons.
Central Treatment is “"2001".

See comments on Vinyl II Process Area,
Multiplication error ~ should be 2 rather than 4.

The TRC requirements at Vinyl I are 17 avg/34 max.
The limits at vinyl II are not similar and appear
to be calculated incoxrectly:

3 x 8.3 x1 = 25 1h/day maximon,

Since TRC iz & grab sample, limdits should be con-
centration rather than mass. One cannot calculate
1b/day fram one grab sample and have the resulting
number be represantative of a day's operation.

What is basis for 1 mg/l limit? Not consistent
with the process areas.

¥hat is Region VI standard? 55 or 50 mg/l. Seea
Nota 66.

Should be “1800".



e e e -

PACT BHEBRT

PAGE 10

Jtem Wo.

97
98
99

100

11

102
103
104
105
106

107

108
109
1o
11t

112

113
114

1s

Description of the Defect

Incorrect - see ocuments on DOWANOLS®,

Typo — catalyzed.

DOWANOL® - ®TRADEMARK OF THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY.
Ro limits established in draft permit for
Ethanolamine Plant. 8See DOWANOL®/ETHANOLAMINES

comments.

There is no justification for controlling pH on an
internal outfall. See comments on “pH".

ghould be "2000".

Incorrect - no water taken from LHC IXI and IXX.

Typo ~ equalization,

Typo - UNOX®, ®TRADEMARK OF UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION
Why is there a need to put limits on BODg?

Line 8 is incorrect - should be
bis{dichloroisopropyl)ether.

What is the basis for this assumption?
Vhere 40 these numbars came from?

Should be an equal sign?

Bes comments on Environmental Operations.

Should reflect the two priority pollutants in the
effluent.

Typo - naphtha.
Typo - Bicarbonate.
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Jtem Ho.

116
117
118
119

120

121

122
123
124

125

126

127

128

Description of the Defect

Doesn't make sense.,

Bee comment gsection entitled Compliance Bchedule.
Should be: exceads first 3/4" rainfall,

Typo ~ volatile.

What were the actual numbers used in arriving at
the TPA limitationa?

HBow can the permit writer justify the use of
inorganic guidelines in an organic process? The
permit writer has no knowledge of the proceas
streax which would allow for the determination of
whather or not the treatment will work, There is
no justification given for such technology
transfer. BSee LHC III comments.

Incorrect - Vinyl I.
This does not make any sensel
Typo - available.

How can the pexmit writer justify using activated
sluige treatment levels for steam stxipping
technology? wWhat is basis for ¥OD/BODg ratio of
3?7 Should be 4 or more.

The permit writer knows that this stream is high
PH and phenol wiil oot steas strip at high pl
values. This limit is not technically justified.

Typo - adsorption.

Not correct - All three compounds will be present
at the same time since these organics are a result
of scrubbing cracked gas where relative level of
impurities remains constant.
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Item No.

129

130

Ly

132

fkx

134

135
136
137
138
139
140
144
142
143

144

Deacriptlon of the Defect

Why shouldn't these organic levels be additive as
with other organics in the effluvent guidelines?

Just because an organic is prassnt in a waste
stream is not justification alone for metting
limits on this organic. BAT treatment has to be
documented.

This aspumes that naphthalene was present in the
feads of some of the blox plants studied by NPA,
Is this correct? What data was used?

*Very little data is available” ~ that's a good
reason for not regulating now so that data can be
collected that will be representative of
operations.

Incorrect - ®.01* should be *0.1%, hopefully.

Since the proposed guidelines are not applicable,
what criteria were used to establish limits?

Which "above ratlonale"?

Should be "2400".

¥What are treatable quantities for BOD5 and TS5?
Should be “2500°.

See commants on Catalyst Yreatment.

Typo ~ precipitation.

Should be "2600".

Should be “2700".

Typo - adsoxption.

Were the reported levels above treatability
levale?
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Item No.

145

146

147

148
149
150

3

152
153
154
155
156

157

158

Description of the Defect

What is basis for .25. Shounld be 0.2,

Cltation of 402{a)(1) is not encugh, How was it
established, uaing what data base?

See comments on Coal Gasification. There is no
data base in existence on which to set limits for
thie plant.

Should be “2800".

Should be "100 year"?

Should be *2900".

What is the baasis for the priority pollutant
limit? How was it calculated?

fhould be "3000",

Typo - conform. °

Fhould bhe "is".

Typo - Grenmse,

Typo - Interfer.

Bayou Bourbeaux flows inte the Intra-Coastal Canal
not Bayou Grosse Tete. Is the Intra-Coastal
Waterway almo effluent limited? In what manner?

50 or 55 mg/1?

COMMENT NO. 2, PAGES 3 THROUGH 21

The PFact Sheet does not meat the raquirementa of 40 CFR 124.8 and
124.56, is fatally defective, and should be reissued to cure its
defects whereupon the comment period shonld be reopened to give the
permittee and the public an opportunity to comment on the reissued

Pact Sheet.
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Justification

The purpose of the fact sheet is to summarize the principal facts used
to derive the applicable permit limitations and to disclose the signi~
ficant factuml, legal, methodological and policy questions considered

in preparing the draft parmit. The Pact fheat is sericusly deficient

in this regard thus preventing the permittee and the public from com-

menting on the permit in a sufficiently informed manner. More speci-

fically, the Pact Sheet does not meet the requirements of 40 CFR 124.8
and 124.56 becausa:

1. In many instances, the Fact Sheet gives insufficient or no
apparent basis at all for permit limits or the treatability
numbers underlying them, Bee Comment No. 1.

2. 'There are numerous instances of gross inconsistencies among the
treatability numbers used to establish permit limits.

3. The fact sheet refers many times to the use of "empirical data®
without disclosing the data or referencing it so that the permittee
can examine it,

4. There are instances of misapplication of the proposed effluent
guldelines for OCPSF category of sources.

5. 'There are instances of technology transfer with respect to treat-
abllity that are not justified.

40 CFR 124.56 is even more specific than Part 124.8. It requires
*.... MAny calculations or other necessary explanation of the deriva-
tion of the specific effluant limitations and conditions...”™ as based
on the effluent limitation guideline... "...or an explanation of how
the alternate effluent limitations were developed.® The Fact thaat
woefully fails to meet these requirements.

In any event, Dow has prepared its comments in spite of a deficient
Yact Sheet focusing its attention on the more sericus deficiencles and
hoping that its comments were appropriate to the oftentimes
undisclosed data and cryptic guldance in the Pact Sheet,

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGES 3 THROUGH 21

On June 28, 1984, Dow asked Region VI, EPA, for a copy of the justifi-
cation document underlying the preparation of the Fact Sheet to enable
Dow to more fully reapond to the draft permit. As of the date of
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Dow's final submission of its comments, August 22, 1984, Dow has not
received this material. Hence, when it ig received, we will be sub-
mitting supplemental comments on the Fact Sheet.

Justification and Discussion

NPDES Permit LA0G03301 is, we believe, the most omprehensive and

stringent NPDES Permit yet noticed by EPA. The sheer length and complexity

of it deserves lssuance of a well prepared and well documented Fact
Sheet. A Pact Sheet should be prepared and published that summarixes
the derivation and basis of the permit in such detail as is equivalent
to the complexity of the permit, We do not helieve that the Pact
Sheet for this draft permit ls anywhere near sufficient to enable a
fully informed comment by those affected. Dow in many inatances could
only surmise or guess at the meaning and derivation of certain numbars
and statements in the Fact Sheet underlying the permit.

Accordingly, EPA should have either prepared a much more comprehensive
Fact Sheet or made available much more of the background preparation
underlying it, It did not do this and has not as of the end of sub-
mission of these comments.

Dow did file an FOIA request for such background material on

August 10, 1984 after it failed to receive the material in response to
a request of June 28, 1984 and in response to a Region VI indication
that it would be available via an FOIA request.

When and if Dow finally does receive the Region VI justification document

for the Fact sheet, Dow intends to supplement its comments to the draft
permit as may be appropriate and submit them to EPA, notwithstanding
that the comment period has expired. It ia Dow's position that Dow
has done all it could to comment to the draft permit notwithstanding
an inadquate Pact Sheet. Bence, Dow's supplemental ocomments should be
made part of the formal record when received and wouid legalliy conati-
tute part of the record.

SUMMARY REQUEST FOR REISSUANCE OF THE FACT SHEET

a wms kem g oy

Dow requests that Reglon VI, EPA refssue the Fact Sheet for LADO0GIIO
and allow a 30-day period thereafter for public comment. The newly
issued Fact Sheet should comprehensively summarize the factual basis,
give the derivation of all parmit limits, with an explanation of how
all treatability numbers were derived and applied, and disclose all
so—called "empirical data® used and the base of all assumptions made,
In any event, the new PFact Sheet should endeavor to overcome the
defects documented by Dow in this oomment.
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“ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL™
MAY 2 9 1984

FACT SHEET

For proposed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No.
LADDO3301 to discharge to waters of the United States.

Issuing office: U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region VI
InterFirst Two Building
1201 EIm Street
Dallas, Texas 75270

Applicant: Dow Chemical U.S.A.
Louisfana Division

P.0. Box 150
Plaguemine, Louisian !
1. The appligant currently operatgl facilities for the manufacture of methyl
cellulose, cM®rine, caustic high.alld low density polyethylene, chlorinated

pol yethyds BT amines. ethylene and propylene glycols and
oxides chloriRStErTethanes, chlorinated solvents and ethylene

dichloride/vViny oride, and research facilities.

2. As described in the application, the plant site is located in Iberville
Parish, Louisiana. Discharge is to the Mississippi River in Segment No. 0701 of
the Lower Mississippi River Basin Basin.

3. The known uses of the receiving waters are:

Secondary contact recreation, propagation of fish and wildlife, and domestic
raw water supply. :

4. Stream standards are:
The general criteriz and numerical criteria which make up the stream

standards are provided in “State of Louisiana Water Quatity Criteria,”
Louisiana Stream Control Conmission, 1977. -




. §. The following is a quantitative description of the discharge described in
the application:

flow
a. Outfall Frequency

001

002 Intermittant

003 Intermittant*§ N/A N/A

004 s Intermittant* [ N/A N/A N/A

005 Intermittant* N/A N/A N/A

006 Intermittant* N/A N/A N/A

007 Intermittant® N/A N/A N/A

008 Intermittant* N/A K/A N/A
*Wet weather flow only.

Temp. °F Temp. °F Temp. °F

b. Outfall Avg/Sumner Avg/winter Max Kin

001 96.8 73.4

002 through 8 ambient



/l

Efflvent Characteristics

. ¢+ Outfall Parameter Daily Avg (mgNN Daily Max {mg/1)
001 Biochemical oxygen demand
€01 Chemical oxygen demand
001 Total organic carbon
001 Total suspended solids
001 Ammonia nitrogen
001 Total residual chlorine 0.6 6
1) Total organic nitrogen 0.9
001 0i1 and grease 0.9
001 Total copper N/A 0.18
001 Total lead N/A 0.0%
Total nickel N/A 0.07
7 Benzene N/A 0.015
01 Ethylbenzene N/A
001 ARE sr N/A
001  (Methylchioride) N/A
001 Tethylene thToride N/A .016
001 hlorofors N/A .035
00) 9 N/A
001 PichlorobrofomMeiniane N/A
001 Chlorodibromomethane N/A
001 1,2-dichloroethane N/A .015
001 1,2~dichloropropane K/A .019
002 thru 008 Total Organic Carbon /A <50
002 thru 008 0il1 and grease N/A <15

6. On the basis of preliminary staff review, the Envirommental Protection
Agency, after consultation with the State of Louisiana, has made a tentative
determination to issue a permit for the discharge described in the application.

7. The proposed effluent limitations are contained in the attached proposed
draft permit. »

8. The following items were utilized ok _condsidered fin establishing the basis
for the proposed draft permit:

Existing NPDES Permit LAOOD3301, effective February 10, 1980, expirat;;h\\

March 31, 1981 and extended by regulations upon application by

permittee;

b. NPDES application (Form 1 & 2C) dated January 5, 1981 and supplementa)l
fnformatfon April 15, 1983; August 1B, 1983; September 9, 1983;

c. 40 CFR Part 414 & 416 proposed March 21, 1983 Organic Chemical
guidelines;

d. 40 CFR Part 415 promulgated June 29, 1983 Inorganic Chemicel guidelfnes;

e. Plant site visit January 10, 1983,

f. The Organic and Inorganic Chemical Development Documents;

Consultations with the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources.
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this are? ' Uil area
. nternal outfalls regulated

. 9. The following is an explanation of calculations or other necessary
explanation of the derivation of specific effluent 1imitations and conditions,
including a citation to the applicable effluent limitation guideline or
performance standard provistons as required under 40 CFR §122.44 and §122.45
and reasons why these are applicable: 69

wile O |

The final discharge at s
process waste water in abo
uncontaminated storm drainag® rttomrotd e
1imitations at the final outfall would incur analytical difficulties.
Therefore, BAT limitations were moved upstream to the source of the pollutants.

The Dow sewage system, being conceived long before NPDES regulations, is not
amenable to retrofitting stream segregations, hough.the intake DS

pgragated from the bl - his layout requires effluent 13
or to entering the effluent canal.

--ﬁ1at1ohs

q H s W} . DA
made to avoid an effluent limitation being applied to 2 or more sources, i.e.,
sum of outfall requirements were eliminated as practiced in the BPT permit.

The upstream Sources were chosen by manufacturing areas. For example, the
chlorp-alkali 11 plant, chlorine t and caustic plant are regiNg
Inorganic Chemical effluent guidefthes for the Chlorine-¢p - :
- ¢t all discharger . Ll ¢ { the
321 (chlorine plant rectifier COOIIRG W2 g nistic plant 50% caustic
evaporator barometric condenser water), 341 {caustic plant 73% caustic

evaporator barometric cooling water), 351 {caustic pur W
and 361 (caustic plant non-contact coolingatecdss=ihe guidelines were

ITTTTa G 301 and 311) &

7& ( outfar1 0001\~ combined process, uwtility, cooling and stormwater drainage.

This is the entire combined outfall, treatable process outfalls and contaminated
stormwater are treated and monitored prior to entering the return canal. Acidic
and alkaline process streams are controlled to achieve pH neutralization at the
final outfall. The continuously monftored stream must comply within the range

of 6 to 9 pH a minimum of 99% pursuant to 40 CFR §40i. Contimuous monitoring of

L) LB 3

temperatures 1s asked for this outfall. The pH in usted
rature ang/ a sessmen mpact combine for this
requirement.

17
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Total residusl chlorine ‘ls(fairly ubiquitous at.the Dow facﬂis? Monitoring
only §3 asked for to help { Ve sources an t wnintentiona)

releases of chlorine,

R ————
giomoni tori e at the final outfall assess the containment and I 7
ream segregation endeavor BAT treatment st the vd

_ dilution. However, the possibility of priority
and other toxicants entering the final cutfsll discharge is a remote but finite
possibility.

In order to wmeet the gosls of the Clean ¥ater Act as enumerated in Section 101,
the EPA may require under the authority of Section 308 that treated effluents be
biomonitored. The discharge of toxic priority pollutants from several internal
outfalls have been established fn the consolidated spplication or its potential
has been demonstrated earlier in this document, and permit requirenents have
been established for toxic priority poliutants which represent the degree of
effluent reduction attainable through the application of BAT (best availadle
technology economically achievable). While Region 6 feels confortable with the
ability of its BAT permits to control the discharge of toxics, the monitoring of
specific chemical parameters alone does not measure toxfcity. The most direct
and cost-effective approach to measuring effivent toxicity is to perform 2
static bioassay test of the treated effluent.

The permittee will utilize the screening test procedures and LLS0 methodology
set out in "Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents to Aquatic
Organisms, “EPA-600/4-78-012. No presumption should be made should the
pernittee pursuant to conditions specified in the permit need to estabiish the
LCS0 of the treated effluent. The bioassay information will be used by the
State and EPA in determining which receiving saters may have existing or
potential use impairments. The effluent bioassay information by ftself will not
be used to derjve permit limits nor used to show cause and effect relationships.
Other data gathering such as fixed station monitoring, intensive surveys, fate
and effect studies and/or chronic testing would be necessary to establish cauvse
and effect relationships. A1l of this information together would then became a
part of the continuing planning process used to direct attainability studies,
site specific criterfa modification studies, and weter quality permitting
requirements. The bioassay data will not be used in determining compliance with
the gemit Tfmits. Compliance with the permit 1imits will rely on chemicel
testing.

Arvea 100 - Chlorinated polyethylene area.

The 8P conditions of this outfail is congld
“oressence »f tota) residual chlorine and e b2
Therefore, TOD and TSS are continued and monitd .
for. A limit for TRC was established at 2 mg/1 dafly

a2
Area 200 - Once-through cooling water from methyl cellvlose wnit.

Reporting of flow and pH is asked for, The cooling 93
on-contact in the application. Therefore, & limit increase 1
@as established as a daily maximum Yimit for 0201. The technoiogy oyed

or this requirement {s timely plant maintenance and proper cleanup and spill
prevention procedures.




Area 300 Chlor-Alkal{ 1I and Chlorine Plant .
- Effivent Yimitations and wonitoring requiresents were established at outfalils
. 0311 and 0321 for the Chlor-Alkali Il and Chlorine plants for totsl suspended

Y otal vesidual chlorine, copper, lead and nickel as set forth in the
24 (InorgancHthenical effiuent gutdelines promulgated 1n 40 CFR Part 415.62(b) and

The NPDES application reporte antities of halogenated organics éS
The proposed organic chemical guidelines do not apply & e the
technology is based upon activated sludge treatment. Chloro-2lkali effluent s
not amenable to this technology. However, physical/chemical treatment of
steam/air stripping or activated carbon adsorption technology s available.

The {norganic chemical development document was utilized to derive equitable
flow rates to apply BAT technology for control of halocarbons at 0311 and 0321.
The 30-day average and daily maximum achievable levels were established based
upon best professional judgment. The product of the flow and the achievable
Tevels resulted in the proposed permit limitations in lbs/day total purgeable
halocarbons. The daily maximum 1imit represents the 932 confidence level as
appl fed j’to these discharges. The daily maximum 1imit at 0311 {s calculated as
an example:

<€ |
0.387 MGD x B.34 Eslga‘l m 5.3 or 6 1bs/day.

This process discharge né:ﬂﬂ abatement for several metals, halocarbons

and total residual chlort biomonitoring requirement is therefore asked at
the point just prior to en the Dow return canal based upon 24-hr composite

. sampling.

in order to meet the goals of the Clean Water Act as enumerated {n Section 101,

the EPA may require under the authority of Section 308 that treated effluen®d be
biomonitored. The discharge of toxic priority pollutants from outfell 030L¢r %
{ts potential has been demonstrated earlier in this document, and perm

requirements have been established for toxic priority pollutants which

represent the degree of effluent reduction attainable through the application of
BAT (best available technology economically achievable). While Region 6 feels
comfortable with the ability of its BAT permits to control the discharge of

toxfcs, the monitoring of spectfic chemical parameters alone does not measure

toxicity. The most direct and cost-effective approach to measuring effluent
toxicity 1s to perform a static bioassay test of the treated effluvent.

The permittee will ut§lfze the screenfng test procedures and LC50 methodology
set out in "Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents to Aquatic
Organisms,” EPA-600/4-78-012. No presumption should be made should the
permittee pursuant to conditions specified in the permit need to establish the
LC50 of the treated effluent. The bioassay Information will be used by the
state and EPA in determining which receiving saters may have existing or
potential use impairments. The effluent bicassay information by {tself will not
be used to derfve permit Yimits nor used to show cause and effect relationships.
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Other data gathering such as fixed station monitoring, fntensive surveys, fate
and effect studies and/or chronic testing would be necessary to establish cause
and effect velatfonships. A1 of this information together would then become a
part of the continuing planning process used to direct attainabiiity studfes,
site specific criteria modification studies, and water quality permitting
requirements. The bioassay data will not be used in determining complfance with
::etgemit 1imits. Compliance with the permit Yimits wi1) rely on chemical
sting.

Utility and Once-through cooling water.

9
OCutfalls 321, 331, 341, 351 and 36)/ are Once-through
rine plant and gfJacent to the chloro-skali SO

geporting of flow and pH fs asked for in the draft proposed permit. The cooling
water was described as either non-contjclor haxoms . o the caystic
evaporators. A dafly maxfmum Vimit 2
established to insure contamination 1s mainteined AL-SMIBIqm. Th
employed to weet this requirement is timely pland maintainancedand proper spil)
prevention and cleanup procedures. 3

The above monitoring applies to each internal outfall prior to entering the
final discharge canal.

Area 400 - Propylene oxide and {ntermediate area.

The process wastewater and contaminated storm drainage 1s sent to the (entral
Treatment Plant. This stream accounts for & large portion of the 7 MGD treated
there and {s regulated at internal outfall 2001.

The NPDES application indicated once-through cooling mater s discharged here

no priority pollutants were identified in the 43 NGD dlschangad I SI
addition to veporting the flow and pH, a maximum Timit & 5 mg/1 Net TOUYy
established at internal outfalls 4 T The technoTORYopTOYEd"TSr the
net TOD requirement 1s timely plasg maintainanc®and proper spill prevention and
cleanup procedures. 32

Storm runoff at outfalls 431, 441 and 455.are Yimited to 200 wmg/) TOD.
Contaminated stormwater can be sent tf CTP otherwise ft is allowable to send
relatively low contaminated stormwater ¢ 3;“’ to the effluent canal.

ermittee reported the presencMroproan n the OTCY. The
rtEY—also follows. iwit of

. twas established i D421, 0431, 044 nd 04

A1y [ ha cod
gur best professiofEI=Judy {(Ihe dafly maximum represents the 99 ¢
t conrTuEnCE lexel. Xyrtewefit must be provyNEC YO BATOVALICNN ¥YTTpent

ong term Gverage discharge of approximately 12 1bs/dey to comply with the
approximately 52 1bs/day limitation. This level of abatement wes determined to
represent contaimment in the area equivalent to BAT reductions.

37
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. The 2.53 MGD process wastewater wmay be steam stripped

Area - 500 ~Chlorinated solvents plant ares.

Dow produces various chlorinated solvents by the process of direct chlorination,
thermal chlorination and dehydrochlorination to produce a wide varfely of
products and by-products.

The NPDES application shows the following outfalls and descriptions:

Operation Description Outfal
non-contact river water discharged 501
contact river water . stesm stripper/

themal oxidfzer 511
contact process water pH neutralization 521
non-contact condensate discharged 531

Process wastewater contaminated with purgeable halocarbons can be successfully
treated by physical/chemical methods to virtually any degree of reduction. For
example, data fresented fn the Proposed Development Document for Organic
Chemical Guidelines, EPA 440/1-83/009-b, February, 1983, Yol. 111, describe
steam stripping of the organic volatile priority pollutants. The key component
here 1,2-dichloroethane, based wpoen 5ol , &tc., can be steam stripped from

fts solubility Yimit {about 900 mg/1) to g/1 dng 8 theoretical trays
o queon1y 6 theoretical
3

and 0.018 1bs steam per 1bs feed. Using 2
9

trays are required.

Permitties 2C application reported numerous pixgeable halocarbons and aromatics
in the discharge. The aromatics are derived fAgm by-product alkalinity which
wil) be regulated at the source LHCII and III. e ngp!ication of BAT '
technology derived by best engineering or professdqpal judgment is authorized by

40 CFR Part 122.
it e
purgeable halocarbons detected in the 2C application and .

f the
faily av e'fb
1initation calculated: 2.53 x 8.34 x 0.6 = 12.5 1bs/dyy”/daily averagq, the
once-through cooling water has been reduced to 15 MGDT DMR data from Y962 and
1983 supports this reduction. Containment effor t the BAT technology level
{nvolves detection and correctfon. Me have espablished this level at 0.05 mg/1
fn our best professional judgment. The pmgeSble halocarbons authorized from
this source is cﬂcuhted:: 15 x 8.34 6.25 lbs/day 30-day average.

Or each

The First three-quarters of af
process wastewater above. Ex

inch of rainfell fs collected for treatment as
255 stormwater and other rafn runoff adjacent to
the process was reported in_ ik nplic The allowable contamination of
purgeable halocarbons in 09’ 1s 1 mg/1 and s based upon an
evaluation of the effectiveness of s wEVention and contaimment, proper
curbs, timely maintenance and overall good housekeeping. The proposed Yinit for
this source §s calculated: 1.5 x 8.34 x1 = 12.5 Ybs/day 30-day average tota)
purgeable halocarbons. The sum of the three so bg/day and the dafly
paxinum derfved based upon variability factors{ emperical datdy 99% confidence
Tevels, etc. was established at 64 1bs/day. TheJanalytical method proposed for
conplfance monitoring in the proposed permit is EPA Method 601 or 624.

».




Yotal residusl chlorine abatement technology 15 aveiladble to reduce this
-~ pollutant to eny degree by addition of excess reducing agent and allowing
suffictent time for the reaction to approach completion. The technology

. estadblished for this facility are source control, chemical reduction and other

yreventive measures or combinations. 1 Doy rofessional jJudgment that
] w ;nube c:ntrg}\:ﬂ }: ﬁ:h:;l 1.0 ?glcuhtion: 2.53 ¢
M x]l = bs afly ma ]
l,;,. 8y y‘ xfmum 4&
Nickel was found in this outfalli{y! atable guantitiey. The long term

achievable 15mit for nickel was reported In Yne INOTYenic Chemical Development
Document at 0.19 mg/1. Application of a variability factor of 3.15 yfelds the
gl::y maximum timit. Calculation: 2.53 X 8.34 X .19 X 3.15 = 12.6 1bs/day
afly max.

Blomonitoring was asked for reasons simflar to outfall 003 area.

The cooling water streams, 0501 and 0531 are required to meet the net TOD 1imit
of 5 mp/) in a rationale similar to the 003 area requirement.

Area 600 Yinyl )

The permittee produces EDC by direct anof ethylene. The EDC
T Tanidl 06 . R M

ct '

to YCM as final pr is ¢chl
5% . The HC1 by product 1s utiifzed in thefoxychlorination ‘17

The NPDES consolidated application shows the following streams and descriptions:

. Operation Flow, MiD Description Outfall
non-contact river water 59.6 discharged 611,21,31, & 41
non-contact condensate 0.25 scrubber water 681
contact process water 0.1 pH neutralized 661
treated contact process 0.03 steam stripper 651
treated stormwater N/A steam stripper 661
uncontaminated stormwater N/A discharged 671

Yhe discharge monitoring reports for 1982 and 1983 indicate the average OTLW to
be 52 MGD from area 600. The equipment s designed as non-contact or surface
heat exchangers and theoretically should not be contaninated. However,
exchangers develop lesks and other equipment failures result in contaminating the
OTCN. The contamination wust be detected and the problem corrected to wsintain

low Jevels in the discharge. A consideration of the size and natur 9 the
discharge along with the abatement options for control af-purgead 1ocarbons
fn this source was performed and an effiuvent 1imitation §f 0.025 wg/Lhas
established based upon BPJ. Such allowance for the daily Wverage-Tischarge can
be calculated: 52 x 8.34 x .025 = 11 1bs/day daily average total purgeabie
halocarbons (TPH).

“'U':
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permittee has constructed a rainwster dmpoundment to collect the first fAlush
{3/4") of storm water. This stream and contact rocess usteuater are steun

stripped prior to discharge to the effiuent cana DT LD S"

operated stripper can achieve 0.1 mp/1 of each ¢
The final quanug‘"ny be ca'lcuhted as fo'ﬂous-
30-day average (T [3-%

Chlorinated hydrocarbons from thCabvoe ktripper, and’e'l sewhere are incinerated
on site. The flue gases must be sCTUSbed for $he KLY, etc. The scrybber water
may be subject to contemination but not to thy extent of the stesn stripper
bottoms. ¥Ne have established the limit fo . 1s source to be 0.3 mg/) and the
effiuent 1mit 1s calculated as follows: z 8.34 x 0.3 » 1.0 1bs/day 30-day
average TPH.

The Vinyl X e Solvents plant and we have determined
because the first flush system is
are shown below:

TPH, 1bs/day
Avg Max

oTCN 11 22

process and SO 2

scrubber 2
s L excess stormwater @

Regioﬁ 6 and
criteria.

Since 600 area commingles with 500 area the 1imit established at outfalls 511
and 521 must be monitored, the results summed the contribution from Yinyl 1
subtracted and reported. The biomonftoring @ ould apply to the combined
vinyl and solvents areas.

700 - Light Hydrocarb wer o7
Area 700 - Light Hydroca o L "
: wéo
The pprerttta converts ethane/propane and to ethylene, propylene and
othe m romatfcs by 2 thermal cracktmf process. The flows are shown
W

below®

£9
Monitoring
Stream Flow ' Treatment Point
0TCN 150 MGD discharge 0711
contact water .03 MGD Benzene reamoval 0721
by-product alk. .3 MGD Benzene removal 0731
wash, rain water <.5 MG discharge ‘ 0741

LHC I1 §s operating but LHCY §s down and probad . adt be restarted. The
permittee s required to 1imit the nps-¥oU Tncrease fn 07110 5 mg/) in the
proposed permit. The technology employed 1s requirement s

early detection of contamination and prumpt corrective action.
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The contact protess weter stream containg treatable rioruy rﬂutmts and the
permittee {s presently installing a proprietary hys a‘llchem 81 trestment
sysum {benzene removal). Proposed BAT Orgar een /o~

n 40 CFR Part 414.04 D Gata are mnﬂable other an oW for -
-’ 4 d'l!Cl'lll‘ﬂe Thel"efol‘e. * prop Fellg e m - DD SEN BUYE nesg

SLLEt pam-Yor BODg  YS3,"Y5T purguble
amltlcs. phenoﬂ ’ acenaphthﬂene cnd fluorene, Other parameters regulated a "
DO pd_paphthalene on a 1/week frequen ¥

The LHC 11 and 111 process generates @ by-product atkalinity strean resulting
from sbsorption of (0, Yn weak cell l{quor. The stream {s used to neutralize
e:cess KCY 1n the ef vent canal near the solvents plant. The 2C application
she : uantities of purgesble aromatics, polynuclear aromatics,
opper Iud nnd nicke The permittee {s presently constructing a proprietary
fhe removal) to meet BAT requirements at the treatment

system effluent. The treatment system wil) be designed to handle both streams
so effluent ’Hmitntinns proposed are in terms of concentration. MWonitoring may

ant or_the header to the solvents area provided permittee
L& {mekes such nodificat on request.
The propos ganic Chemicals guidelines were wtilized to establish BAT for

70

BODg, TSS, PA's and PNA's. BPJ was utilized to establish BAT for 0i) and
Grease, phenn'l copper, ‘Iead and nickel at 0731 and 2211 or hoth,

Ovtfall 0741 §s regulated by Region sétandard requlremen; for relatively
uncontaminated storm vunoff plus vequfir al contamination by
pheno! and purgeable aromatics.

&7

Are Glycol 1 ‘?

The company reacts ethylene and oxygen ¢ xed bed catalyst to produce
ethylene oxide. Ethylene oxide 1s al ({m' o ethylene glycol.
Treatable process wstewater 1s collected to centuT treatment system.
The effluent limitations estadlished are @ insur ble sources are
gent to Central Treatment system.€ Chromium & nc Iiniution wre
established n the cooling tower DYoOWHD - ) ons were estabiished
by empirical data and experience in regu‘lating C'!BD. The Vimits are based upon
the 92 and 99% confidence 1imits for treatment of chromium and zinc by & varlety
of methods. Included are electrolytic or chemical reduction followed by
sedimentation, fon exchange treatment or side stream softening.

The company plans to eliminate chromfum and zinc corrosfon fnhibitor in several
cooling towers elsewhere at the facility. The towers w111 be renovated to
remove traces of chromfum and the removed material will be treated at the 800
area. Such operation is permissible and the requirements under such operation
wil) be addressed in Part 1l1].

eatadle quantﬁﬁs of nickel were reported in this stresgs. Thf: foagL 7)
oay fof micke1 )
vemoval at 0.2 wg/1 30-day average and 0.5 mg/1 daily maximum (99 fence
Yevel). The Ybs/day Vimitations were calculated based upon the flow and the
above technology.

The only stream that by-passes 0801 § cidlcausuc from the water
softener sy n

s These materials are Mree 4 the effivent canal prior ®o
discharge cnd are subject pH requirements there.
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— Poly "B" Plant.

The permittee manufactures high density polyethylene with s Yow pressure slurry
rocess. For this area no priority pollutants were reported in the application.

t wms estadl 81 judgement that BPT = BLY and,
according changes were established for this ares.

7A‘ 010Y - Poly *A" Plant. 3

~——

The permittee manufactures low density po\yen\{lene by the origingl “high
préssure™ process. Here again, no priority pollutants were identified in the

ciscbarge were established since BPT = BCT for this
source. T3

Area 1100 ~ San{tary Waste Treatment System.

Outfall 1101 s the treated sanitary sewage he. BPT requirement ws retained
{n the proposed BAT pemft since BPT = BC @ squested the daily maximum

TSS be 45 mg/Y, not imnﬂ. 77
Area 1200 - Railca > and planf maintainanc
H— @ q? 26

The NPDLS application fndicate
this area. The permittees

A LE 1l 1) Q& ) .
srminate cleaning tank cars
organic wastes; only clea MY Caustic ve qu T-mertrilization only

will be cleaned here. Organic wastes will be retained for treatment or disposal
el ffluent 1imitations established for this discharge, in¢)
y maximum . ] y
and & pM range of 6.0 to 9.0.

23

Once-through sagling water and boiler blowdown {scharged from this area.
Reporting @ sestab“shed as the regulato¥y requirement for this source.

Area 1300 - Power Plant.

Ares 1400 - Water treatment plant.

The permittee converts raw river water to "potable” water and returns the
coagulated river sfit to the Division Return Canal. The permit conditions are
determined by our clarifier return policy - the company monftors and reports
78S, COD, alkalinity and clarifying agents added during the treatment process.

Area 1500 - Chlorinated methanes 4

chloromethanes in a non-catalysed reactor. Still bottoms a
and the flue gas scrubbed with non-contact river weter.

Outfall 1511 1s about 20 MGD once-through cooling weter. Dow reported the
outfall 1s relatiy ation. Me have concluded, ba
that chlorina ‘ ded in this stream

or 7 1bs/day \¢ g . s Tequirent

by early detection and eaks. The materials of construction, being
compatable with the process, makes this requirement feasible.

The permittee manufactures methyl chloride by tdroch'l orination
reaction of methanol and HCY. Methy) chloride {s Thérmochiorina
ermally oxidized )@=
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bjer wmter, treated storm draingge
yQf the first (3/4") flush for

Qutfall 1521 §s comprised of iIncinerator sc
- and yntreated excess stormwater after co
treatment. A dofly maximum requiresment(p
. discharge. This requirement expressed §n weTg
total purgeable Malocarbon (TPH). The Vimit 45 technfcelly
control of the tncinerator and steam stripper for the treated effluent and

source controtl for the untrested storm drainage.

(1541} can be treated to less thgg.l gg
mg/) TPH by physical/chemical treatment> The d:;mbined Yimit resulting e
per day.

The storm drainage from wethyl chlorfide storage area should not contain
Togarbons because methyl. o DO.. M0 . Therefore, our

y waximum TONgnd 15 mg/1 daily

Le ,

he combined TPH 1imitations from the 1500 area results in a dafly average
g1 discharge of 0.006 1bs TPH/1000 1bs of product. This s essentially the s
effluent reduction for other producers in Regfon 6 BAT perm{

Area 1700 - Yinyl 11

The permittee manufactures 1,2-dichloroethane by both oxychlorination and direct
chlorination of ethylene. The EDC {s then dehydrochlorinated to vinyl chloride
and hydrochloric acid. The acid is recycled back to the oxychlorination

- reaction adbove.

. The permittee has three discharges from this area. Uncontaminated storm
drainage from vinyl chioride storage (1731), excess storm water that cannot be
collected by the first flush impoundment {1721) and the ecology area discharge
{1711) which is comprised of treated stormwater, cooling tower blowdown,

incinerator scrubber amter, etc. Process wastewater is steam stripped and sent
to central treatme @ ‘;5 organic biologicel reduction.

The TPH §n the process stream to central treatment prior to steam stripping is
generally compgised. of about 90% EDC, 53 chloroform and minor amounts of other
halocarhon BAT treatment should resu ' H )

basedupon three major halocarbons potentially pr;sent in he 0.12 NGD stream to
CTP. Since CTP removes about 70% of these components by biological reduction,

H Y

the Ymit applfed at 1741 fs established at 1.0 wg/} or 1.0 Ybs/day dafly
average and 2 1bs/day dafly maximum.

The ecology area discharge 1711 1S comprised of the following:

stream flow
cTed 0.72 RGD
inctnerator scrubber 2.1
stripped storm water 0.2
3.0
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patly average Vimitations for each stream ws established by BP) and the
calculations are as follows:

cBd 0.72 x8.M 0.1 =}
incinerator scrubber : LM x0.4 = qz
stripped storm wter

() 1bs/day
dafly max = 24 1ds/day

These 1imitations were applied at 1711 for totsl purgeadle halocarbdons.
Reporting residual chlorine
establts lar to the requirements at Yinyl I 73

storm water at 1721 was Yimited .0 mg/1 tota) purgeadble ?‘f
alocarbons? and total residual chlorine as BA rd
1imit YOC and 041 and Grease was 2150 included at this outfall. The

storm runoff fr {ven Region 6's normal stom water
zequirements 50 1 dafly maximum TOC hnd 15 mg/) daily maximum 01} and
rease.

Ethylene oxide 1s reacted wi t in a high pressure n
process to produce ethanolaminé —RTSD yiehie oxide 15-1€L (:
or propylene oxide is veacted with methanol to producedl q

The sanftary wastes and contaminated waste waters are sent to the central
treatment systems. Waste water, stormwater and miscellaneous waters are
monitored and discharged 1f treatment is not necessary. These are sent to the
treatment plant if treatable.

A Dowanols/ethanolamines 1 93
OEEAST
1

1f these streams are within the proposed Organic Chemical guidelines they may be
discharged as outfall 1801, otherwise they must be treated. The B0Dg and 7SS
are the proposed Organic Chemfcal 6/ l{mitations. Ammonia nitrogen and organic
nitrogen 1imitations were also established at 50 mg/1 based upon best
engineering judgement. Chromfum 1¥mitatfons were incorporated at this outfall
to be applied at the CTBD. The limitations are our standard provisions for
ontrol of cooling tower corrosion inhibitor in concentration limits.

Area 1901 - Power 11.

This discharge is comprised of utility waste water and coolin

({mm. The only parameters to be regulated are the flow an IO)
'b Central treatment facility.

The central treatment facility takes procg Jo =g o3

Dowanols/ethanolamines, Glycol I and 11, Yight hydrocarbons 11 and 11}/and

others, in addition to sanitary g2 r-vErtous~SECt10ns of-em  plant. The

system is composed of a 10 acrgfec Pnpond, three trains o :

reactors followed by clarification and dgt dewatering. ,bs

™
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for purgesble halocarbons, WH" . ‘
lbg aromatics In the treated effiuvent. THe-propose ' ‘
{zed in establishing the efﬂuent Hniutions for wrgeabh Iuﬂocarbons

-

o T
ol

Subpart C, high wmter use, oxidation subcatego he sed anic
Chemica) Guidelines apply to this outfall m % ndnggosunmds wre
established in concentration. Effluent Yimits or T0D, purgeable

halocarbons and purgeable sromatics were established based upon best engineering
Judgement technology.

About S0% of the msstewater treated at CIP (s frnn the 1 ol wits.
organic priority pollutants detected during '

for the 2C spplication was 1,2-dichlorpmdh
These are by-products of propy‘!ene g1 L

The ca‘l y

and purgeable aromatics. The company will analyze the discharge by EPA Method
:0}6 ?22 603, or 624 and meet the limits proposed 'ln the Organic Chemical
uidelines.

The Organic Chemicals proposed guidelines were the basis for BOD; and TSS.
Subpart € - Oxidatton Subcategory for “High Water Use” standards are 42 mg/1
30-day average and 106 mg/1 daily maxfmum for BODg and 84 mg/1 30-day average
and 246 mg/1 daily waximum TSS.

The BPT permit controlled TOD as the sum of Qutfalls 001, D07, 017, and 020
which were chlorinated polyethylenes, 1ight hydrocarbons, EDC/YCM and central
treatment system. Past performance dats reported on Discharge Monitoring
Reports (DMRs) from July, 1981, to June, 1983, were used to establish TOD VTimits
for this outfall. The long term average discharge of T0D was 13429 1bs/day with
a standard deviation of 5611 1bs/day. The 99% confidence level for the 30-day
average TOD at the central treatment system calculates to be 26500 1bs/day. The
monthly average data appears to be nomaﬂy distributed:

- 808 tor the 26 tata pts.
e

Goodness of fit for 25 determinations allow an R/S to be as high as 5.06.

The Max/Avg ratio for YOD in the PBT permit was 3.35; 26500 x 1.35 = 35850
1bs/day 70D daily maximum. Such Vimit would have produced a dafly waximum
violation during two of the 24 months reported. The DMR's report only one
waximum per month. It appears that the 99% confidence level at 2001 {s very
close to 36,000 1bs/day. 7

The 26500 1bs/day TOD in thé ow represents a concentration of 441 mg/}
dafly average TOD. TOD/TOC Wmd—BOD7TOC correlations supplied by Dow indicate
the average concentration of BOD in the CYP effluent is less than 90 mg/). It
1s our dest professional judgment that the TOD 1imit 1s ¥n Yine with BCY.

Blomonitoring was asked for at 2001 which follows the prev‘lously nentioned

Region 6 rationale for assessment of BAT trestment facilities
toxics. Op oy 1,2-dichloropropane and (z-cmoroewﬂ /0
: n the effluent. The levels are mo
‘ < imm: treatment employed at Dow. The priority
netals reported In the treated dlscharge were present at levels readily detected
by the snalytical method employed but well below levels obtainable by the

application of BAT treatment.




Area 2200 - Naphtha (Light Hydrocarbons }11) 13 "
The permittee cracks ethane, propane mqm!!* to ethyleneppropylene and other
olefinic components. t‘.urhor'l dioxide 15 rmvEd from ‘twhe t’:’:ion mixture by
absorption into a stream of weak cell Viquor. The
NaOM and 152 NaCl. The resultant sodfum carbonated! alkalinity 1s
used to neutralize excess acidity elsewhere in the | Jow calls this stream
dy-product alkalinity and s used mainly 4 solvents ares.

The permittee tried activated carbor{absorptionytreatment on this stream but
performance prgyed to be on‘ly ginal Temoval of priority pollutents. The

. Je a physical/chemical
rget date of completion is

9,

7

The permittee also collects the first 3/4™ of storm wvater ¥n the 2200 area for
treatment. The treated storm water is comingled with CYBD, monitored at 022C

and discharged to the effluent canal. i g
The only other stream is the excess storm water that exceedWin
the rai;gnter storage tank. This stream is monitored when flowing ring
point 0228.

The by-product alkalinity stream was monitored only 1f being directly discharged
to efflyent canal through monitoring point 022H. However, the company has
agreed to meeting permit Timits at the naphtha plant treatment system regardless
of the final destination of the stream.

. The proposed Organic Chemicals gufdelines weighed heavily in our selection of
permit limitations for this process. Benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and
naphthalene along with several other polynuclear aromatics, were reported on the

2C application for this area's discharges. The proposed guidelines were based
upon activated sludge technology and Dow will be using a physical treatment
- team stripping 1s an effective treatment technology for the removal of
U‘{ m romatics. For example, the development document describes operating
conditions for steam stripping to 0.05 mg/1 with respect to the number of
theoretical trays required at a modest steam to feed ratio of .018 1bs/ibs.

pnoniibmant
proposed organic chemfcal guidelfnes are therefore determined to be
applicable based upon our best professional judgment for the parameters benzene,
!;0 tolvene and ethy! benzene. Monitoring only for naphthalene was asked for as an
indicator for aiil poiynuciear sromatics {PNA}.

R

The 2C application indicated metals in the discharge in treatable
concentrations.
described 1In

thoroughl y
norganic Chemical Development Document as follows:

BAT treatment, Line Filtration

Metal Avg. (!gl‘ll Max, (I_lglﬂ
(o 0.3 0.6
|21 Copper
-~ Nickel 0.3 0.6
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BAT treatment, Sulfide Filtration

- Copper 05 to 0.5
Lead 05 to 0.4
. Nicke) 05 to 0.5

The permittee lu's 8 chofce of treatment options above to meet the 1imitations.

Dow indicated by-product atkalinity from LHC I1 (0731) and LWC III (2211)

' dgr and used to neutralize excess HC1 coming from
This stream 1s normally sent there except fn the
event of a & So Slvents. Then the stream will go to the effluent canal
near the respective treatment system. In addition, the proprietary benzene
removal treatment system will be designed to be able to treat the combined LHC
by-produc
0

It appears that regulation of these ou can be accomplished
eriving concentration requirements and changes of flow, caused by one treatme
ting both streams, would mot affect compliance.

23

The effluent Timitations and monftoring requirements for Outfalls 0731 and 2211
are established for the following parameters: | Q"

TOD: It §5 difficult to ment system on thelpvailabe)data.

However Aising technology based upon activated sludge treatment a ;*-'-“ia 58 and

':; 146 has been EStadr e the Organic Chemical proposed "YiTdelines. A
BOAR0T: Tatio v rpprdrs reasonsblie for non-biological treatment. 3 x 58 =
174 or 500 mg/1 dafly average and 3 x 146 = 438 or 400 mg/1 daily maximum,

. 04) and Grease: API separator technology §s 10 mg/1 30-day average and 15 mg/1
da1Ty maximum 011 and Grease. IA J

Phenol: Steam stripping technology can redyce phenol to 0.1 mg/1 average and O,
mg/T dafly maximum. Even though bielogfcal
we have determined that the above technology 1s appropriate.

Total Purgeable Aromatics: Steam stripping, atr stripping, activated carbon
] anil bioTogical treatment have been established as technology for
a0t purgeable aromatic components benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, etc.

Teachieub'le 1imits are set forth In the GA Development Document and the
proposed organic chemical guidelines as follows:

Component 30-day Avg. Dafly Max.
Benzene, mg/1 075 .125
Toluene, mg/1 125 225
Ethyl Benzene, mg/1 .150 275
1SE
all components will not n ent e

requir or purgeable aromatics was establis as 0.2 Avg. .
maximum. \_D

- [
® 7
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was fdentified tn the discharges and requires
] ; an.the results of treatment
naphthalene s € J¥Ty removed ¥

d have been encounterad in the organic

fcal guideline development work. - 3
asidarad : PRRa: dr the several polynuclear aromatics and the
Timits 1s dased upon the organic chemical proposed guideline for several of
tho n f.e., 0.05 mg/1 maximm was rounded wp to 0.05 mg/1 average

3 e\l et it

134
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13% Catalyst Treatment.

ed in the Inorganic Chem{
¢ proposed gu )37
upon activated sludge technology.

The?I50ve racionalgiwas used to establish limitations at Outfails 2221 and 2231.

e UTICTETOeS Sre treated (first flush) stormwater and cooling tower
blowdown for 2221 and excess untreated stormwater at 2231. Metals and TSS are
not appropriate for these outfall requirements.

Cu, Pb and Ni: These levels were estph
gaTine Development Document.

Research Pilot Plant.

This area's operations change from time to time and the fiow 1s relatively
small. The technology utilized to develop the proposed Organic Chemical

Suidelines were established as effiuent Vimitations for this outfall. The
permittee T ffluent directly with : - -

However, treatab‘!e quantitfes of pollutants are detected as BODs, or N3

efﬂllentlu J LT It OCT ' . .
facility and meet the same

the waste may be sent to the cenrﬂ treatment
1imitations at that monitoring point.

A appears to be uncontaminated river water except that
mercury were reported in the NPDES application. WMercury
patuani~beriifinlogy V3 1 establfshed. Perhaps the most accepted technology
1s sulfiof pricipitatiofand filtratfon. This technology can achieve & 30-day
average 14R n 0.05 mg/1 wercury. The technology is described in the
various Inorganic Chemfcal Effluent Guidelines Development Documents.

Total Suspended Solids reporting was asked for to help in the assessment of the
level of effort employed in the mercury treatment system.

Are Ethylene Carbonate Plant.

The coapany did not submit data for this outfall since the plant was shutdown at
the time of sampling for the NPDES Applicatfon. However, this process is not
anticipated to produce significant contamination with regard to priority
pollutants. The product is a condensation reaction with carbon dioxfde and
ethylene oxide and therefore the Or%ic Chenical Proposed Guidelines apply via
Subpart D. These requirements for and YOD were established at Outfall 2601
as BCT ¥n accordance with 40 CFR §414.33 proposed March 21, 1983.

Dow may provide for treatment at the carbonate plant or send the contaninated
effluent, §f appropriate, to the central treatment facility and meet the
requirements at 2001.
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|
" Coal Gasification Proto Plant.

.

u

Arﬂ, Coal Pile Storm Runoff
’78 —

he Company converts coal, steam and oxygen to a combustible gas in a proto
scale reactor unit. The unit s to be operated at varfous conditions to define
optioum operation at varfous objectives. '

The application indicated wminor mmounts of priority metals in the discharge,
§.e., below treatable levels. The 1.4 NGD process and scrubber water contained,
at times, treatable quantities of aromatics, phenols and polynuclesr (base
neutral) aromatics. The show!ng decidedly Tower contamination.
Three halocarbon specie ] requ’ ;.i,ng reguiation.

r |
Halocarbons can be steap oped to very Yow levels. Other treatment options
are activated carbon Qm biological treatment and other
physical/chemical proCESSES: e final treated effivent should be less than 0.1

wmg/1 each halocarbon. The daily average and daily maximum limits are
calculated:

1.48 x 8.34 x 0.3 ~ 3.6 or 4 Ybs/day 30-day average.
2 x DA = B 1bs/day daily wmaximum.

Purgeable aromatics such as benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene can be abated with
si?ﬂar technology. Benzene and toluene were reported in the 2C and the limits
calculated:

MS
1.44 x 8.34 3 1bs/day daily average and 6 Ibs/day daily wmaxfmum.

The Company reported 3.3 1bs/day of polynuclear aromptics fn the discharge in
1981, There were 11 components detected fncluding naphthalene. The proposed
Organic Chemical Guidelines indicate several of the PNA's can be reduced to 0.05
mg/1 by activated sludge technology. Activated carbon may be very effective for
these components. Since the new data indicate substantial reduction in raw
waste load and base neutral analytical method §s expensive, the § mpf 3
1bs/day daily average on a 1/Month frequency was established b w
However, naphthalene will be wonftored on a weekly basis. "”.

Standards for regulation of coal pile runoff were promulgated in the Steam
Electric Power Plant Effluent Guidelines 4n 40 CFR $423 on November 19, 1982,
Total Suspended Solid’'s requirement was established mot to exceed 50 wmg/1 except
that any untreated overfiow from facilities deshymeUTTomafructed and operated
to treat the coal pile runoff which results frige a 0000 yeap, 24-hour rainfall
event shall not be subject to the Timitations in $423:6 . ”1

]S o Arey23) 01d Yank Farm Scrubber Mater and Storm Runoff.

The XPDES application shows treatable quantitfes of priority pollutants,
chloroform, 1,2-dichloroethane, tetrachloroethylene and minor amounts of other
purgeable halocarbons. The other parameters appear to reflect uncontaminated
storm runoff. .
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Northwest Landfill Storwwater Runoff.

_—

Technology 1s avatladle to reduce these priority pollutants well below the mg
range reported in the spplication by physical/chemical treatment. For example,
steam/air stripping or activated carbon technology 1s described tn the Organic
Chemica) Developrent Document and 15 addressed earlier in this fact sheet. The
proposed effluent standards tn 40 CFR $414.54 were wtilized to establish the
effluent Timitation n the proposed permit. Since the flow 15 not continuous

the wonitoring frequency is 1/day for T0C, 011 and
Grease, and pH for the former and the priority poliutan]s the latter frequency.
' 15)

The northwest landfill area {s the disposa) site of the refuse and wastes from

the cell maiyg oce area. These materials are stored in containers placed in
sites uhic@i e State of Louisfana Hazardous Naste Regulations. The
principal ct boeht sbestos.

The permittee reported'ﬁl.'the application that all priority pollutants were
believed absent except for Chromium and Copper. Analysis for these components
showed them to be well below technologically treatable levels.

ISS
The normal stormwater requirements of TOC, Of1 and pH were established

for regulating this discharge. Asbestos was not rey fed for thrm;aortant
considerations: 1) the analytical method requires an el s pic pe and is
expensive and time consuming; 2) Total Suspended So‘lidlmﬂmm)th the
detection 1imit, e.g., 50 mg/1 TSS detectfon limit {s severdT ¥ on fibers per

Titer; and 3) domestic water supply plants remove TSS to less than 10 ng/1 and
therefore most asbestos §s removed in the water treatment process.

Recognition of the fact that the asbestos is contained in an approved landfill,
i.e., clay Yined and properly capped, airborne transport from the active site is
the only potential source of migration. ¥e therefore expect very HHttle
asbestos in the stormwater drainage outside the active disposal sites.

Outfalls 002 Through 008 ~ Stormwater Drainage to Bayou Bourbeaux.

IS

ayou Bourbeaux flows in a general westward direction
rosse Tete,/ This receiving stream s in Segment 1201 of the Ter
has been designated Effluent Limited (EL), f.e., any segment fn
which water quality standards are being met and will continue to meet applicadble
water quality standards or where there is adequate demonstration that water
quality will meet spplicable standards after the application of effiuvent
Yimitations required by the Clean Mater Act as amended.

LONR identified several stormwater point sources which discharged &
Bayou
reho! sin.

These discharges are comprised of area stormwater drainage fairly remote from

process areas and the possibility of contaminatfon is anticipated.be-d

{nfrequent. The Region 6 traditional stormwater requirements 4f 50 mg/1 maximum
Total Organic Carbon, 15 mg/) maximum 011 and Grease and pH of 6.07to-6.0
standard units were established for these discharges. These limitations ’Sg
represent maximm limitations for uncontsminated stormwater.



)

This does not mply that the stormwmter discharges do not tontain process
contaminants, although the permit authorizes discharge of process pollutants
exclusively out of Outfal) 0D1. Incidentally, fugitive or other wnintentional
contaminants may be discharged provided the discharge complies with the tems of
the NPDES Permit.

10. The requested variancels) appear Justified for the following reason(s):
N/A. |

11. The permit 45 in the process of certification by the State agency. A draft
permit and draft public notice will be sent to the District Engineer, Corps of
Engineers, and to the Regional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
lnd’the Nationa) Marine Fisheries Service, prior to the publication of that
notice.

12. The pudlic notice describes the procedures for the formulation of final
determinations.




COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
FINAL OUTFALL 0D

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGE 2, PART I, SECTION A, DRAFT PERMIT

As one of the parameters to be measured, Flow - m3/day {MGD) must be
raported on a continuous basis, Continuous measurement is an unnecessary
requirement and serves no useful environmental purpose over the flow
measurement requirements at the final outfall in the existing permit,
Moreover, to convert to continuous flow measurement would be excep~—
tionally expensive given the consequent benefit to be derived.

Justification

Currently, the flow at Pipal Outfall 001 (formerly 021) is a calculated
number based on the number of pumps operating, their design capacity,
and pump running time. Since the Draft Permit places limitations on
the flow and discharge of pollutants at a myriad of upstream points
expressly in response to a percelved problem of analytical sensitivity
at the final outfall, it makes no environmental sense to meagure the
flow more precisely at final outfall than it is currently being
measured.

Even conaidering the requirement in Part IIX, Item 9, Page 126 of the
draft permit of undertaking a remedial program if analysis at Pinal
Outfall 001 indicates a 25% exceedance in TPH, TPA and phenol of the
combined daily maximum requirements upsatream, imposition of a more pre-
c¢ise flow measurement at Outfall 001 is not warranted due to the
unworkability of the 25% exceedance calculation as is discussed in
detalil in Dow's Comments to Parts II and 1XXI of the Draft Permit.
Accordingly, we request the following changes.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Change the flow measurement requirement for Outfall 001 from
“gontinuous” to -~-— eptimate ~~-,

REQUESTED MINOR CHANGES TO DRAFT PERMIT

1. Change the designatior of "...outfall 001" to —— Final Outfall
00t -——— so as to clearly differentiate this outfall from upstream
intarnal outfalls which are not final discharge polnts from Dow's
facility.
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PART 1

Page 2 of 127
Permit No. LADDO3301

PART 1
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

FinAL
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -AQutfall 001

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the
expiration date the permittee {s avthorized to discharge from Qutfall(s) serial
number(s} 001, combined process, utility and storm runoff from the Division
Return canal system %o the Mississippi River.

Such discharges shall be 14rited and monftored by the permittee as specified
below:

tffluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations
kg/day( 'bs/qay) Other Units (Specify)
Daily Avg Dafly Max Dafly Avg Daily Max
F!ow-m3/Day(HGD) N/A N/A Report Report
Yemperature, °F N/A N/A Report Report
Tota! Resfdual Chlorine Report Report N/A N/A
Total Purgeable
Halocarbons Report Report N/A N/A
Total Purgeable
Aromatics Report - Report N/A N/A
Phenols Report Report N/A N/A
Biomoritoring N/A N/A N/A N/A
Effluent Characteristic Monitoring Requirements
geasurement gampie
requency ype
i/Day Gnsco aw Pump HOURS
Flow-m> /Day(MGD) Continueus fecord
Temperature, °F Continuous Record
Total Residual Chlorine 1/Day Grab
Total Purgeable Malocarbons 1/Month* 24-Hour Composite
Total Purgeable Aromatics 1/Month* 24-Hour Composite
Phenols . 1/Month* 24-Hour Camposite
Biomonitoring {See Part 111} 24-Hour Composite

*See Part 111, 9.
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PART 1|

page 3 of 127
Permit No. LAOD0330)

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard imits nor greater than 9.0 standard
units and shall be monitored continuously and recorded {See Part I1I).

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible fosm in other than
trace amounts.

Samples taken in compliance with the monftoring requirements specified above ‘
shall be taken at the following location(s): 001; the wonitoring point for pH
shall be in the sampling drum which receives water from all pumps which pump
the discharge from the Divison Return Canal System to the Mississippi River.
The residence time of water in this sampling drum will reflect the
instantaneous pH of the combined flow, 1.e., the holdup in the vessel shall pe
Tess than 15 minutes.



COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
CHLORINATED POLYETHYLENE
{CPE) PROCESS AREA 100

COMMENT RO. 1: PAGE 5, LINE 2, FACT SHEET

The “back-up” oxygen demand parameter of COD is unnecessary and
radundant in view of exlsting TOD monitoring which has always been a
reliable indicator of oxygen demand.

Justification

For process area 100, the Agency states that a "back-up" oxygen demand
parameter of COD is necessary., However, it is not made a requirement in
the permit itself, BHence, the permittee considers that there is no
permit condition requiring a second or "back-up" oxygen demand para-
meter. In any event, the permittee contends that a “back-up® oxygen
demand parameter is totally unnecessary, unwarranted and will not
enhance environmental control assurance because ag TOD has been and
will continue to be monitored per the existing permit; this provides a
reliable and excellent indicator of oxygen demand from this process
area, Hence the Pact Sheet requirement for a “back-up"™ oxygen demand
parameter should be deleted to clarify what is being required in the
permit per se and deleted as serving no environmental purpose.

Requested Changes to the Fact Sheet

Eliminate mention of the "back-up® oxygen demand parameter in the Fact
Sheet and reguire the continued use at the TOD oxygen demand parameter '
as indicated in the draft permit, Page 4.

COMMENT NO. 2, PAGE 4, DRAFT PERMIT

The draft permit TOD and TSS discharge limitations are intended to con-
tinve those of the existing permit but are set 50% low due to an over-
sight in the draft permit failing to account for a 100% increase in
production beginning October 1, 1980.

A compliance schedule is essential in order for permittee to meet the
TSS limitation for the reasons given below: ’

Justification

The discharge limitations for total oxygen demand and total suspended
solids are 50% low because the permit writer apparantly misinterpreted
the existing permit. Page 5 of the fact sheet states that the BPT con-
ditiona of this outfall are considered BCT; therefore, 10D and TSS are
continued at the following discharge limitations:

DML DA _'f"q;u\il% WM%WWMMM%WI%-A\N

40D . —
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RPDES PERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
CPE [AREA 100)

PAGE 2

Daily Avg Daily Max
(1b/any} {1b/day)
TOD 300 600
TSS 38s 770
® i~
576

However, the permit writer fajled to account for the change in
discharge limitations that became effective October 1, 1980. This had
the effect of doubling the BPT (hence the BCT) permit limits in order
to reflect the new BPT conditions for this outfall. (See the attached
existing permit Yage 2).

Therefore, the new discharge limitations should actually be doubled as

follows:
paily Avg Daily Max
(1b/day) {1b/day)
TOD 600 1200
TS558 110 1540

In the existing (BPT) permit, the permitted levels are indicated as
*discharge characteristics” and the daily results from this internal
outfall were summed with three other plants, ILHC I, Vinyl II and
Environmental Operations for compliance purposes.

The proposed permit has eliminated the sum and placed specific limita-

tiona on each of the previously sumed internal outfalls. This results

in the need to install additional 785 treatment in order for the per- ,
mittes to comply. The installation of such additional control tech-g mmrﬂm'
nology can not be completed and proof-tested before December, 1986.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Prior to December 31, 1986, for Internal OCutfall 101, the discharge
limitations in the proposed permit should be doubled for TOD to coin-
cide with the existing permit. The total suspended solids limitations
should be deleted with TS5 "report” only being required until) the addi-
tional THS control technology is installed and proved as indicated

below.
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EXISTING PERMIT

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Dunng the period beginning  gffective date and lating through expiration date

the permitiew is suthorized to dischargs from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001, process wastewater from the manufacture

of chlorinated polyathylene.
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the pemltueulpeaﬁedbelo'-

Typical Discharge

EKffuent Charscteristic Discharge Limitations  Ghapacteristics
Wﬁsmﬂﬁi “Xq/day (1bs/day)
Daily Avy . Daily Max Daily Avg Duily Max
Flow—wm?/Day (MGD) N/A N/A N/A N/A
*T00 N/A N/A 136{300)ax 272{600) **
*158 N/A N/A 175(385)** 350(770) **
Acidity/Alkalinity N/A N/A N/A N/_A

> These parameters shall be limited according to Part III.A.
**  Beginning October 1, 1980 the TOD and 159 it’mz’ tation witl
increase to twice the above values. See Part [IlA.

MM be no discharzge of floating solids or visible foam in other than Lrace amounis,

Semples taken in compliance with the maniloring requirements specified above shall he taken at the tollowin; location(a):

at the location labeled 001 on the attached map.

Monitoring Requirementa

Measurement Sample
Prequency Type

Continuous N/A

Daily 24-hr composite
Daily 24-hr composite
Datly ‘28-hr composite

Z W

LOEE000VY T o hwing
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Daily Avy Daily Max
Flow (Continuous) Report Report
TOD (lb/day)* 600 1200
7SS (lb/day)* Report Report

*Sampling frequency - once/week
Note: See previous 18 months of data based on DMR.

After December 31, 1986, the TSS discharge limitations in the proposed
permit should be doubled to coincide with the existing permit as

follows:
Daily Avg Daily Max
Flow {Continuous) Report Report O‘L
ToD (1b/day) 600 1200
TSS (1b/day) 170 1540

The TSS limitations after this date reflect completion and proof-
testing of additicnal TSS control technology.

COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 4, DRAFT PERMIT

The TOD and TSS sampling frequency should be reduced from once per day
to once per waek.

Justification

Until the TSS capital project work is complete {on or before
December, 1986), the permittee will be unable to comply with the
proposed TSS discharge limitations stated in Comment No. 2 and it
would serve no pucpose to collect data on such a daily basis as pro-
posed in the draft permit.

After the capital project is complete, the permittee expects that the
738 discharges will consistently be in compliance with the requested
discharge limitations.



NPFDES PERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
Cre (AREA 100)

PAGE 4

TOD discharges are currently monitored in our existing permit for
Internal Outfall 101. The results of the past 17 months are as

followa:
TOD TOD
Avg 1b/day Max lb/day
1983
Janvary 162 364
February 243 531
March 280 675
April 426 880
May 3ss 724
June 410 761
July 264 633
Aagquat ’ 211 . 526
September 349 677
October 424 : 2162
November 301 507
December 279 541
1984

January 387 580
Pebruary 294 568
March 296 51%
April 316 1202
May 251 . 509

Average 310 1lb/day

It should be carefully noted that the incoming clarified river water
alone contributes 203 lb/day average TOD ko the load discharged by this
plant {using an average flow of 1.76 MGD and incoming TOD concentration
of 14 mg/l). The CPE Plant contributes an average TOD of only 105 lb/day
or 7.2 mg/l.

The consistency of the previous 17 months data and the minor amounts of
TOD load generated by the CPE Plant in exceas of the incoming clarified
river water should be justification to reduce the TOD frequency from

the proposed once per day sample to a once per week sampling freguency.
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Reducing the frequency for the TOD and TSS parameters would be
conaistent with other permits in the Region VI area and at the same time
allowing a reasonable sampling frequency to demonstrate that the treat-
ment system is operating properly.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

The TOD and 1585 sampling frequency should be reduced fram once per day OIL
to once per week.

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 4, DRAFT PERMIT

The requested TOD limitation of 600 lb/day average and 1200 lb/day
maximum should be changed to a net TOD limitation of 600 lb/day average
and 1200 lb/day maximum. Note: This is the only internal outfall
where the permittee is requasting application of a net TOD parameter.

Justification

The incoming TOD of 205 1b/day in the clarified river water accounts
for 66% of the average total TOD load from this plant, see Comment #3 -~

Area 100. @d[dJ

This incoming TOD also accounts for over 33% of the requested daily P L'TDD
average limitation. [PM
ke

Since the incoming TOD is a significant portion of the requested TOD
discharge limitation of 600 lb/day average and 1200 lb/day maximwn, it
is appropriate to utilize a "net™ TOD.

These facts should justify the need to incorporate a net allowance into
the permit for TOD,

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

The draft proposed "T0D" parameter for Internal Cutfall 101 should be
changed to a --- NET TOD ~— parameter which avoids counting so-called
background TOD as part of the TOD lLimitation imposed at this outfall.
The requested net TOD discharge limitationa should be 600 1lb/day average
and 1200 lb/day maximum,
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COMMENT NO. 5, PAGE 4, DRAFT PERMIT
Total residual chlorine analysis should be deleted.

Justification

The proposed permit estiblishes a total residuval chlorine discharge
limitation of 2 mg/) daily maximum concentration and reporting require-
ments daily average and daily maximum mass discharges.

The following data constitutes TRC sampling at the draft proposed
Internal Outfall 101:

Conc. Masg¥® Cone. Mang#®
Date mg/1 1b/day Date mg/1 1b/day
4/10/84 <1 < 15 5/4/84 <1 < 15
4/11/84 <1 < 15 5/5/84 <1 <15
4/12/84 <1 < 15 5/8/84 <1 < 15
4/13/84 <1 < 15 5/16/84 <1 <15
4/14/84 5.4 79.3 5/17/84 < % < 15
4/15/84 1.6 52.8 5/18/84 < 1 < 15
4/16/84 1.6 52.8 5/19/84 3.9 57.2
4/17/84 1.8 26.4 5/20/84 5.3 77.8
4/18/84 <1 < 15 5/21/848 < 1 < 15
4/19/84 <1 < 15 5/271/84 <1 < 15
4/20/84 <1 < 15 5/28/84 <1 < 15
4/21/84 <1 < 15 5/29/84 <1 < 15
4/22/84 <1 <15 5/30/84 < 1 < 15
4/23/84 1.3 26.4 5/31/84 < 1 < 15
4/24/84 <1 < 15 6/1/84 <1 < 15
4/25/84 3.6 52.8 6/5/84 <1 < 15
4/26/84 5.3 71.8 6/6/84 <1 < 15
4/271/84 <% < 15 6/7/84 < 1 < 1%
4/28/84 <9 < 15 6/8/84 i.6 58.2
4/29/84 <1 < 15 6/11/84 < < 15
4/30/84 <1 < 15 6/12/84 <1 < 15
5/1/84 <1 < 15
5/2/84 <1 < 15
5/3/84 < 1 < 15

*Calculated assuming measured grab concentration present for 24 hours.

The CPR Plant uses approximately 175,000 lb/day chlorine in the CPR
reactors. This chlorine is reacted to either BCl or CPE and a very
ingignificant amount is discharged unreacted, as seen in the above
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data. In fact, even if 100 lb/day of residual chlroine is discharged,
this calculates to a 99.94% afficiency for chlorine reduction by the
reaction in this process.

Total residual chlorine was addressed as a pollutant of caoncern in the
inorganic guidelines development document because of toxicity of
chlorine to aquatic life. Previous experience indicates that the above
concentrations of TRC are consumed by the natural demand of the return
water and no agquatic toxicity has occurred even when conaidering all
combined TRC discharges from the entire Division discharge, much less the
minimal amounts discharged from this internal outfall.

The cost of treatment to control TRC from Internal Outfall 101 can not
be justified to remove such small inconsistent mass discharges that are
naturally conswased with no aguatic harm.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

The permittee requests that the discharge limitations of 2 mg/l daily
maximum for TRC on Internal Outfall 107 be deleted, and the TRC analy-
sis should be conducted once per week with the results being “"reported®
only. Reporting this data will provide a documented data base which
the EPA could utilize for long—term consideration of performance.

COMMENT NO. 6, PAGE 4, DRAPT PERMIT

The once~-through cooling water (OTCW) is being segregated from Internal
Outfall 101 and should be identified as a second permitted internal
ocutfall for Area 100,

Justification

The permittee plans to segregate the ONCW from the process water by
divarting it away from the Internal Outfall 101. This segregation will
improve the efficiency of our existing settling pond by greatly
reducing the water velocity, allowing more solids to sattle. When
flowing, the OTCW will be 1 MGD or less.

This OPCW is used to cool the glaams-lined CPE reactors. To contaminate
the OTCW, two things must happen:

1. The glass lining would have to break, and then
2. . The acid in the reactor would have to corrode through the metal
that provides support to the linex.
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To eliminate a total reactor failura, plant policy dictates that each
batch of CPE must be inspected for evidence of the blue glass liner
that would indicate a problem. The probability of OICW contamination
is extremely remote given these conditicns.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Add the OTCW as a second permitted outfall for the Area 100 and require
only a flow characteriatic, estimated when flowing. The OTCW will
discharge to the north side of CPE to the Division return aystem,

GENERAL COMMENTS/REQUESTS

1. "Outfall 101" should be identified as "Internal Outfall 101".
2. The pH frequency should be changed to "N/A",

3. Flow on once~through cooling water should be measured only once per
month since this flow seldom changes and no mass limits are calcu-
. lated based on this flow. Flow is to be estimated by using the
flow meter value of the incoming water and subtracting the measured
water flow of Internal Outfall 101,

[P
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PARY |
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

pTRRNAL
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -AOutfall 101 AVD, n

During the period beginning effective date and lastin through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall?s) serial number{s} 101,
process wastewater from the manufacture of chlorinated polyethyiene; Ay )
aveE TARDUCH Caaling Warer

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified
bel ow:

Effluent Characteristic | Discharge Limitations
kg/day( 1bs/day} Other Units (Speci fy)
Daily Avg Dafly Max  Daily Avg Dafly Max

Az 4 (1300
Flow-nP/Day(MGD) % N/E '7“}'(“0) N/AS s¢ Re?ort Report
Total Oxygen Demand * H-G-(—;Bﬁ-i- ngo-) N/A N/A

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) SHH{FREd  N/A N/A
(~=  Total Residual Chiorine Report ReportX  N/A dkimeil N/A
. x50 (779) 760 (s40)
Effiuent Characteristic Monitoring Requirements
mm%t‘j—sm
3
1n :7};“": R JPE e Process Wik - Flow a¥ 101
Flow-m /Day(MGD) ‘i ontinuous Indicate .
Total Oxygen Demand J/wcclr. Suidy 24-Hour Composite
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 1/ wWee ik Boidy 24-Hour Composite
Total Residua) Chlorine 1/Week Grab

X Reroxt riow, ToD, £ TS owiy owri \-1-87 o, Zvronma,
ouUTFALL /O]

' | N
AX Fiow oalb Repuin€D  ON INTQRMA&AQU’?FR“

{—~
@
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The pH shall not be less than N/A siandard units nor greater than N/A standard
units and shall be mnitoredmtq via grab sample.

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than
trace smounts.

Sampies taken in comp)fance with the monitoring requirements specified above

shall be taken at the following location(s): 101; Southwest corner of block 19,
discharge of settling pond.
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BLOCK FLOW DIAGRAM
AFTER DECEMBER, 1986

TO RETURN CANAL

BY TANKCAR = NEW INTERNAL OUTFALL 111

CLEANING ONCE~THRODUGR COOLING WATER
AVG. PLOW APPROX. 1 MGD

CPE PLANT

AREA 100

<
INCOMING CLARIFIED
RIVERWATER 1.8 MGD

x

<
Internal Outfall 101
Procesas Water Avg. Flow
Approximately 0.8 MGD




COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITICNS CONCERNING THE
CELLULOSE PROCESS AREA 200

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGE 6, DRAFT PERMIT

For Internal Outfall 211, the net TOD discharge limitation of 5 mg/l
ahould be daleted and a 100 mg/l TOD discharge limitation should be
applied. The mass "report" requirements should also be deleted.

Justification

The proposed permit places a net TOD discharge limitation of 5 mg/l and
mass "report"™ requirements on Internal Outfall 211.

A net 5 my/l TOD limfitation is totally inappropriate for this internal
outfall since Mississippi River water, which is being used for cooling,
has a TOD itself close to the limit of determination of 10 mg/l. Sence,
_the analytical accuracy of the TOD test makes a net 5 mg/l TOD limita-
tion meaningless, Data submitted at our Dallas meeting on June 25, 1984
for the Light Hydrocarbon 1I Plant for December, 1983 show the

inlet TOD varying from below the limit of detection (BLD) to a high of
36 mg/1,. Comparing the inlet vs. outlet cooling water data, it can be
aseen that there is a loss of as much as -44 mg/l TOD on a given day to
a gain of +16 mg/l. The data shows six days in December where there
would have been permit violations uveing the net TOD limitation as pro-
posed in the permit due to inlet-ontlet varfability inasmuch as there
is no evidence to indicate that there were any leaks into the cooling
water system during this period.

At the June 25, 1984 meeting with EPA, the permittee suggested the
possible alternative of using a net TOC limit of 5 mg/l. The permit-
tee agreed to collect net TOC data to see if meaningful data could be
generated. This data has been collected, giving the following
rasults:
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TOC FOC
mg/) incoming mg/1 at proposed
Date River Water 211 Outfall Net TOC mg/l
1/5/84 12 15 _ +3
7/6/84 6 17 o +11
1/9/84 13 9 4
1/10/84 18 9 ~9
7/11/84 5 10 +5
7/12/84 7 12 +5
7/14/84 6 16 +10
1/15/84 6 12 +6
7/16/84 9 12 +3
71/25/84 8 9 +1

These results demonstrate that the analysis changed from a +11 mg/l net
TOC to a -% mg/l net TOC which created suspicion as to the variabiltiy
of just the incoming river water. This concern prompted the following
data on the incoming river water within a one-hour time period.

TOC mg/l
Date Time Incoming River Water
7/18/84 4:08 P.M, 6.9
4:14 P.M. 10.3
4320 PQM- 9.7
A4:226 P.M. 1.8
4:32 P.M. 6.0
4:38 P.M. 5.4
4:44 P.M, 5.6
4:58 PUK. 4.6
4:56 P.M. 5.9
5:02 .M, 6.2

These results confirm the variability of the incoming river water prior
to its use within the Division. Within only a 36-minute time frame,
the incoming TOC dropped from 10.3 my/l to 4.6 mg/l resulting in a net
T0C of -5.7 mg/l.
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These two sets of data show that evan a 5 mg/1 met TOC discharge
limitation is meaningless and extremely difficult to interpret and
relate to process contamination.

The permittee believes a logical approach to sddress the concern of
once-through cooling water (OTCW) contamination is to set a 100 mg/l
TOD digcharge limitation on the OTCW effluent. This limit will insure
that the permittee is monitoring the OTCW on a daily basis to detect
potential contamination and at the same time it eliminates the uncer-
tainties and variability associated with the net TOD or net TOC
discharge limitations,

TOD measurements through the years on the incoming river water indi-

cate that levels from <10 mg/l to 65 mg/l have been measured. The

100 mg/1 is a level which could be used reliably to detect a leak. 'The
"xeport only” requirements for pounds per day net TOD are also
unnecessary and should be eliminated based on the previous discussions and
the conclusions that net TOD is essentially meaningless.

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Change the "net TOD" discharge limitation of *5 mg/1l" to a "TOD
discharge limitation of "10) mg/1" on Internal Outfall 211, Also,
delete the "reporting” of daily net 70D mass losses.

COMMENT NO. 2, PAGE 6, DRAFT PERMIT

Change the flow requirements from "contilnuous® to "estimate" for
Internal Outfalls 211 and 221,

Justification

The proposed permit requires continuous flow measurement for Internal
Outfall 271, Since this outfall invoives a large continuous
once~through cooling water flow with a diacharge limitation specified
in terms of concentration, this flow requirement should be changed to a
Yonce a day estimated flow".
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For Internal Outfall 221, the proposed permit requires ®continuous*
flow measurement, when flowing. Since this internal outfall has an
intermittent flow due to storm water and discharge limitations spe-
cified in terms of concentration, this flow measurement should be
changed to a "daily estimated flow" when flowing. This is consistent
with Internal Outfall 447, which involves a similar type discharge
atream.

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Change the flow monitoring requirement from "continuous® to "estimate”
on Internal Qutfalls 211 and 221.

COMMERT RO. 3, PAGE 6, DRAFT PERMIT

The monitoring requirement for a *24~hour composite” sample on Internal
Outfall 221 should be changed to a “grab" sample. In order to accomo~
date for the fluctuation in flow.

Justification

The monitoring requirements on Internal Outfall 221 specify a 24-hour
componite sample. As praviously mentioned, this flow will be intermit-
tent depending on the quantity of rainfall. This makes a 24-hour com~
posite sample impractical and difficult to maintain. Since this stream
is storm water runoff, the TOD monitoring requirement should be changed
to a once a day “grab" sample, when flowing. This is consistent with
the monitoring requirements of Internal Outfall 441, which is similar
to this stream,

Requested Change to the Draft Parmit

Chenge the monitoring requirement for Internal Outfall 221 from &
"24-hour composite® to a “"grab” sample.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. "Outfalls 211 and 221" ghould be identified as “Internal OQutfalla
21t and 221",

2. Change the pH monitoring frequency on Page 7 of the proposed permit
to N/A for Internal Outfalls 211 and 221,



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
CELLULOSE {AREA 200)
PAGE 5

3. Estimate flow on OTCW (81)) based on pump curve and pump houxs.

4. BEstimate flow on 821 based on volume of collection sump discharged
during the batch process,

5. In order to complete a capital project at the Callulose Plant (see
Compliance Schedule section), TOD limitation on Internal Outfall
211 should be a report only until July 1, 1985.
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PART |
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

INTIRNAL
g'lz-:criou R, EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS - Outfalls 211 and
I

During the period beginning effective date and lastin through expiration date
the permittee s authorized to discharge from OutfaH?s) serial number{s) 211 -
once-through cooling water from wethyl cellulose unit, 221 - treated and
uncontaminated stormwater.

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified
below:

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations
' kg/day(1bs7day) Other Units (Speci fy)
Daily Avg Daily Max Dafly Avg Daily Max
FIou-nﬁ/Day(MGD) N/A N/A Report Report
. _
TOTAL owm OBMAn * n7A WA AV'A 100 ni ./4! ¢
Total Oxygen Demand** N/A N/A N/A 200 (mg/1)
Efflvent Characteristic Monitoring Requirements
Measurement Sample .
Frequency Type C'w,
an \ m gased ‘;P'“'fw‘
F1ow-m /Day(MGD) . ; avo Porp
| ¥ Jy EbTiarx BAsco ou) VALUNC
et Tota! Oxygen Demand Dail Grab oF ColliCTinn Suag
TOD Dail y** Ch—H ol ampo ol

GRAB
*Het TOD 1imit applies to OTCW at 211.

" **Wnen 221 is flowing. Report TOD only until Bessnbye91-—1904 .
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The pH shall not be less than N/A standard wnfts nor greater than N/A standard
unfts and shall be monitnredu A via grab sample. .

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam 1n other than
trace amounts. .

Samples taken in compliance with the mon{ toring requirements specified above
shall be taken at the following location(s): 211, once-through cooling water;
221 treated and uncontaminated storm runcff.
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\'. \ COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAPT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
: CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
CHLOR-ALKALI II, CHLORINE AND CAUSTIC PLANTS OUTFALLS
PROCESS ARRA 300

COMMENT NO. 1: PAGE 8 AND 10, DRAPT PERMIT

Based on more recent data than that used on the Form 2C permit
application, the total purgeable halocarbon limitation on Internal
Outfalls 311 and 321 should bhe deleted.

Justification

The Agency appropriately used the permit application Form 2C as justifi-
cation for the application of total purgeable halocarbon limitations on
Intexnal Outfalls 311 and 321. The application data did imdicate high
levels of total purgeable halocarbons and also high levels of total
residual chlorine. At the time that the samples were taken, all of the
sources of TPH and residual chlorine had not been collected for treat-
ment which accounts for the high levels. This table summarizes the
1979 data submitted in the permit application:

Total Purgeable Total
Outfall Halocarbons Residual Chlorine
mn 38.7 1b/day 95% 1b/day
k)4 159.4 1lb/day 19,067 1lbh/day

It should be noted that since the permit application was submitted both
the CA II Plant and the Chlorine Plant bave installed sodium
thiosulfate systems to reduce or eliminate residual chlorine losses.

In addition, the Chlorine Plant designed and installed a system to
collect chlorinated wastes so that they might be incinerated.

As a result of the success of these two projects, 1) elimination of
chlorinated heavies and 2) control of residual chlorine, the total
purgeable halocarbon losses have been dramatically reduced in both of
thege plants. The following data is indicative of current losses.
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CA 1T Plant Internal Outfall 311

Ragidual*+ Residual*»
TPH» Chlorine TPH Chlorine

Date 1b/day 1b/day Date 1b/day 1b/day
4/29/84 0.4 <14 6/4/84 0 <14
5/2/84 3. 23 6/5/84 ] <14
5/31/84 3.6 <14 6/6/84 0 <t4
5/6/84 3.0 47 6/1/84 0 <14
5/1/84 0.5 <14 6/8/84 1] <14
5/8/84 0.1 <14 6/9/84 1.7 <14
5/10/84 0.1 <14 6/10/84 1] <14
5/15/84 0 <14 6/11/84 0 <14
5/16/84 0.1 <14 6/12/84 0 <14
5/11/84 0.1 <14 6/13/84 0.1 <14
5/19/84 0.1 <14 6/15/84 0 <14
5/20/84 0.1 <14 6/16/84 ] <14
5/21/84 0 <14 6/11/84 0 <14
5/22/84 0 <14 6/18/84 (1] <14
5/23/84 0 <14 6/20/84 0 <14
5/25/84 0 <14 6/22/84 0.1 <14
5/271/84 0.8 <14 6/23/84 0 <14
5/28/84 0 <14 6/24/84 0 <4
5/29/64 9 <14 6/29/84 6.1 <14
5/30/84 0 <14 6/30/84 0 <14
5/31/84 0.1 <14 1/1/84 0.1 <14
6/1/84 0 <14 1/2/84 0 <14
6/3/84 0 <14

*Composite Samplae

**Grab Sample ~ Calculation assumes measured concentration present for

24-hour period.
The make-up of the TPH are as follows:
Chloroform - 808

Bromodichloromethane « 5%
Bromoform - 158
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Chlorine Plant Internal Outfall 32}

Rasidualss Residualew
TPH* Chlorine TPH Chlorine
Date 1b/day 1b/day Date 1b/day 1b/day
4/24/84 5.0 834 6/6/84 1.7 <100
4/25/84 3.3 <100 6/7/84 2.1 <100
5/2/84 2.1 <100 6/11/84 5.9 <100
5/6/84 3.8 <100 6/12/84 3.6 <100
K/1/84 2.2 <100 6/13/84 4.2 <100
5/28/84 1.4 <1¢0 6/20/84 1.9 <100
5/25/84 3.2 <100 6/23/84 4.0 <100
5/30/84 1.2 <1400 §/24/84 2.9 <100
5/31/84 1.5 <100 6/21/84 4.4 370
6/4/84 1.3 <100 6/29/04 1.9 3
6/5/84 1.5 <100 7/2/84 1.3 <100

*Composite Sample
**Grab Sample ~ Calculation assumes measured concentration prasent
for 24~hour period.

The make-up of the TPH are as follows:

Chloroform 90%
Broamoform 5%
Bromodichloromethane 5%

As a result of this data, it is clear that the losses of total
purgeable halocarbons are well below the limitations in the proposed
permit. Control of the total residual chlorine in theses internal out-
falls which is required by the proposed parmit will insure that tri-
halomethane foxrmation dces not increagse to levels where total purgeable
halocarbons &re & concern.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

On the basis of the data presented above which updates our Form 2C per-
mit application, it is clear that a total purgeable halocarbon problem
does not exist in Internal Outfalls 311 or 321. We request that the
limitations and monitoring requirements for total purgeable halocarbons
for Internal Outfalls 311 and 321 on Pages B and 10 of the proposed

parmit be deleted. %m oAt & 0ulot MO

Pwm, EPA Mt%m. 321 Dos preposssh 3"“'"5“”"“4'
TPH SMS w.mq,.!_ S__Z 31%’0-‘ Hc
u o adewe doli.
M%: 0%253«13': Pala TPH { %" u&uh

551 804
22%%&: &.0238(d

Pomag. 1.2 - 5.5 WA
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COMMENT NO. 2, PAGE 6, FACT SHEET

In the event that Comment No. 1 is not accepted in its entirety by the
Agency, the Agency made an error in its calculations on the total
purgeable halocarbons limitation and the limitations ahould be
increased.

Justification

The third paragraph of the fact sheet states “the inorganic chemical
development document was utilized to derive equitable flow rates...”.
This document states that the "process wastewater flow rate for a model
diaphragm cell chlor-alkali plant is 8.8 m3/'kkg'. The “kkg"™ apparently
refers to chlorine production. Using this model flow, the permit
writer converts to a flow rate of 0.387 MGD for CA Y. 'This means that
the “daily production rate* used is:

387,000 gal | £t? o xkg = 167 kkg/day
35.5 ft3 | 8.8 m '

7.48 gal
@ or

167,000 kg | 2.2 1b| = 367,400 1b/day chlorine production
kg

This 0.367 ¥ 1b/day chlorine rate is substantially different than the
confidential production rate supplied in our August 18, 1983 correspon-
dence (J. B. Martin to O. Cabra), which leads us to believe that a con-
varsion error was involved for the permit writer to achieve a flow of
0.387 MGD. Dow Confidential Business Information concerning recently
revised production rates is being submitted under a separate cover.
This confidential information also explaine the rationale used to
derive the following ¥PH limitations:

TPH Limits
Proposed Permit Based on Rationale
Internal Limitations in the Separate

Plant Qutfall TPH Limits Confidential Cover
Average Maximum Avgerage Max imum
1b/day 1b/day 1b/day 1b/day

CA IX 31 k| 6 15 30

Chlorine 321 5 10 36 72

. '3&‘ B ol L %,M\,L,.u alcmg;awmmd}.unw»d_,chPﬂ M%Wﬂ@am
bmm,d_,p“_ WWN*L%M\LMWCKM ﬂw.‘ -4 0.57« m/&, o1 QUMLCNUWM -086%3{2

AP 221 100
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Requested Changes to the braft Permit

In the event the Agency does not accept the Conclusion in Comment Wo. 1
and delete the total purgeable halocarbon limitations, then the Agency
should increase those limitations as follows:

Internal New Limitations TPH 1b/day
Outfall Average __Maximm
311 15 30
32 36 72

This request is based on the same logic used by the Agency in its por-
posed permit, but has corrected calculation errors made by the Agency.
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REFER T0 CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION IN SEPARATE ENVELOPE.
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COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 10, DRAFT PERMIT

As a result of an increase in production capacity of the Chlorine Plant
(Dow Confidential Business Information Section) it is necessary to
change (increase) limitations in the proposed permit for TSS, TRC, total
coppex, total lead, total nickel and TPH,

Justification

The final Inorganic Chemical guidelines for Chlor-Alkali units is baged
on demonstrated plant capacities. With this change in demonstrated
capacity of the Chlorine Plant, it is necessary to appropriately
increase the permit limitations for the above mentioned parameters.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Gonsidéring this new information, Dow requests that the discharge limfi-
tations for Internal Outfall 321 change to the following:

baily Average Daily Maximum

(1b/day) (1b/day)
TS8 2601 5610
TRC 40.3 66,3
Total Copper 25 61.2
Total Lead 12.2 30.1
Total Rickel 18.9 49.5
TPH k{1 72

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 10, DRAFT PERMI?T

Due to the high amount of TSE in the once-through cooling water, it is
necesaary to move the permitted point for TS5 on Internal Outfall 321
to a point upstream of comingling with the once-through cooling water.

Justification [Uiéu:.

Total Buspended Solids (TSS)

Internal Outfall 321 includes approximately 14 MGD of once-through
cooling water (Mississippi River water), plus the stream of clarifier
underflow water which has been treated for TSS. According to the
permittee’s previous comment change in production capacity chlorine plant,
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the revised TSS8 discharge limitations should be 2601 lb/day average and
5610 lb/day maximum. TS8 data on Mississippi River water indicates that
T88 concentrations can be as high as 150 mg/l. Using this con-
centration and the average flow of 14 MGD, the solids loading of once-
through cooling water alone can be 17,514 lb/day.

14 MGD x 8.34 1b/gal x 150 mg/1l = 17,514 1lb/day

The permittee reslizes that under these conditions, where a tremendous por-
tion of the TSS loading is due to the incoming cooling water, the use of
“netting® is often incorporated as allowed by 40 CFR 122.45 (h)(i){(m).
However, in this particular case since the incoming TSS load is 312% of
the requeated maximum discharge limitation, even a very small Aif-

ference in sampling technique or the EPA allowable +10% flow require-

ments on influent or effluent samples would often result in an

unwarranted TSS non-complianca.

In order to eliminate the variability associated with the sampling and
analysis of Mississippi River water, the TSS sampling should take place
on the Chlorine Plant's major source of TSS.

Attached is a block flow diagram showing the Chlorine Plant's
discharges into its effluent trench before and after BAT project
coapletion.

The major source of TSS loading from this chlorine production facility
results in the discharge of clarifier underflow, which is the brine-
treating portion of the plant designed to remove brine solids prior to
the brines use in the chlorine cells. This stream typically consists
of 7500 mg/l TSS or an estimated 3600 lb/day TSS.

The cell area dralnage consists of storm wash down water and cell wash
water. This cell wash water is another source of solids that typically
consists of about 360 mg/1l TSS. This cell wash water is currently
discharged, but after the BAT capital project completion, this stream
will flow to the plant's impoundment area which will act as a large
gattling basin.

The impoundment area flow consists of effluent primarily from the
plant's caustic scrubbers used for controlling chlorine vent emissions
and the previously mantioned cell wash water. 'This flow must pass
through a large lmpoundment and very little suspended solids are
expected in ite discharge, fThis impoundment flow will be treated for
residual chlorine after the BAT project completion. This stream was
considered an insignificant TS8 load and is not included in the plnnt'
TSS removal project,
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Existing Chlorine Plant bischarges
Cell Area O'KEW OTCW orcw Cooling
| ainage Tower
(/ 11 !mshea Blowdown
Internal
® Outfall 321 y, In-Plant Effluent ¥rench
'ﬁ Return >
Canal
Acid for Clarifier Underflow Back-up Acid
pE Control ( ). and Impoundment for pH
Flow {Scrubber Control

Bottoma)

Chlorine Plant Discharges After BAT Project Completion

Cell Area oTCW oTewW oTCcW Cooling
Drainage Tower
O o
Internal
& Oucfall 323 ra In-Plant Effluent Trench
s Return -
Canal
Acid for Impoundment O
pH Control Flow (Sc'i@ar\
Water, Ll-Aréa

1SS
Removal

!

Clarifier Underflow
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The acid for pR wontrol will be hydrochloric acid (HCL) that only
contains minute quantities of TSS.

The cooling tower blowdown will only average 10 - 13 ppm or 23 1b/day
T8S.

The OTCW streams make up the remainder of this plant's effluent and as
previously stated, i{ts solids loading from the Mississippi River can be
as high as 17,500 1lb/day.

Based on the above facts, the TSS stream of concern is the clarifier
undexrflow for which the permittee has designed a discreet in-line
negtralization system. This system utilirzes the alkalinity of the
clarifier underflow's TS5 to neutralize a spent acid stream. This pro-
cess recycles and utilizes the TSS alkalinity and at the same time
reduces the amount of cell effluent {finished product) required to
neutralire the spent acid prior to its discharge.

The best approach would be to sample downstream of the neutralization
aystem, but prior to its comingling with the plant's OICW,

This will eliminate the nmmerxous problems, inconsistencies, and uncertain-

ties associlated with netting out the plant's once-through cooling
water, the and permittee feels that this is the most logical approach.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Move the discharge limitations of 2601 lb/day average and 5610 lb/day maxi-
muem and the monitoring requirements for TSS of once a day to a point
downsatream of the clarifier treatment system, but prior to that stream’s co—
mingling with the once-through cooling water. The permittee feels that this
will satisfy the intent of the permit writer to apply BAT guidelines and, at
the same time, eliminate the unnecessary confusion assccoiated with the ume
of netting. This recommendation will only involve the modification of the
proposed permit to reflect such changes.

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 12, DRAFT PERMIT

The net TOD limitation on OTCW at Internal Outalls 331, 341, 351, 361, and
371 should be deleted since there is no significant source of organic
material in these process unite.



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
CA II, CHLORINE, CAUSTIC
(AREA 300)

PAGE 11

Justification

Contaminants which could possibly leak into the OICW are limited to either
hydrochloric acid or caustic soda. PH is the best indicatar of theae
lopses. TOD only responds to organic compounds which can be oxidized.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Delete the net TOD limitation on Internal Outfalls 331, 341, 351, 361, and
1.

GENERAL COMMENTS/REQUESTS

1. The outfall mumbering ayastem for Area 300 is inconsistent between the
fact sheet and proposed permit. 1In order to xesolve this inconsistency,
the following changes should be made:

On Page 4 of the fact sheet:

Existing Outfall Number Outfall Number Correction
CA IX an an
Chlorine an k¥3)
Rectifier Water 321 mn
50% Caustic Bvap. n i
73% Caustic Rvap n 151
Cauatic Purification 351 3161
Caustic Non-Contact 361 n

The last sentence in the same paragraph should also read ".., to
Internal Outfalls 311 and 321",

On Page 7 of the fact sheet:

"Cutfalls 321, 331, 341, 351 and 361" should read "Internal Outfalls
331, 341, 351, 361 and 3717,

2. bPage 6 of the fact sheet:

"Inorganci Chemical® in paragraph 1 should read "Inorganic Chemical”,
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3. Page 8 of the proposed permit:
=*outfall 311" should be identified as ®"Internal Outfall 311",

4. Page 8 of the proposed permit:
A chromium limit was placed on Internal Outfall 311. This limita-
tion is no longer necessary aince this cooling tower is no longer

using a chromium treatment. This was documented in a letter dated
August 18, 1983, from J. B. Martin to Oscar Cabra,

5. Biomonitoring:

Comments concerning biomonitoring are in a separate comment section
titled "Biomonitoring®™ and in Dow's comments on Part II and IIY of
the draft permit.

6. Page 9 of the proposed permit:

The pH monitoring requirements for Internal Outfall 311 should be
deleted based upon the reasons and alternative monitoring plan '
listed in a separate coment section titled "pR".

7. Page 10 of the proposed permit:

*Qutfall 321" should be identified as “"Internal Outfall 321",
8. Page 17 of the proposed permit:

The pH monitoring requirements for Internal Outfall 321 should be
deleted based upon the reasons and alternative monitoring plan
listed in a separate comment section titled "pH".

9. Page 12 of the proposed permit:

"Outfall 331, 341, 351, 361, 371" should be correctly identified as
"Internal Outfalls 331, 341, 351, 361, 3N,

10. Page 12 of the proposed permit:

Net Total Oxygen Demand -~ The discharge limitations and monitoring
racquirements for Internal Outfalls 331, 341, 351, 36! and 371 should be
daleted basad upon comments made in a separate comment section titled
"OTCWH Net TOD",
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11. Page 12 of the proposed permit:

The permittee requests that the monitoring requirements for a con-
tinuous recorded flow be changed to once a day estimate due to the
large flows (up to 38 MGD) associated with these once-through
cooling water streams.

12. Page 13 of the proposed permit:

The pH monitoring requirements for Internal Outfalls 331, 341, 1351,
361 ard 371 should be deleted baged upon the reasons and alter-

native monitoring plan listed in a separate camment section titled

“pH" .
13. Page B of the proposed permit:

Chromium limitations for Internal Outfall 311 should be deleted
since Cr treatment is no longer used. losses for the previous aix
nonth perlod indicate leas than 0,15 pounds per day Cr in this
discharge.

14. Page 12 of proposed permit:

Plow of once~through cooling water will be estimated as described
on the corrected permit sheets at the back of this section.
Fraquency of measurement should be once per month mince the flows
seldom change and no mass limitations are calculated from these
flows.

15. Page 8 of the proposed permit:

Due to capital project construction {zee Compliance Schedule
section), the effective date of the 788, copper, nickel and lead
limitation on Internal Outfall 311 should be January 1, 1986.

16. Page 10 of the proposed permit:

Due to capital construction {see Compliance Schedule section), the
aeffective date of the TSS limitation on Internal Outfall 321 should
be Januvary 1, 1986.
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PART 1

“page 8
Permit No.

of 127
LAGOD3301

FART 1
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

TUTEANN-
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -AOutfall 311

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall{s) serial number(s) 311,
Chlor-alkali 11 plant process discharge.

gug:h discharges shall be 1imited and monitored by the permittee as specified
elow:

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations

kg/day(1bs7day] Other Units (Specify)
Daily Avg Daily Max Datly Avg Daily Max

Flow-m Day(MGD) N/A N/A Report Report
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)¥ 509(1122)  1098{2420) N/A N/A
Tota) Residual Chlorine 7.9(17.4) 13.0{28.6) N/A N/A

3 O 0 }f l‘ll'l! “H_
Total Copper# 4.9(10.8) 12.0(26.4) N/A N/A
Total Lead * 2.4(5.3) 5.9(13.0)  N/A N/A
Total Nickel™ 3.7(8.1) 7.3(21.3)  N/A N/A

. ) N Nfhm
Biomoni toring N/A N/A N/A N/A

Effluent Characteristic

Monitoring Requirements

Measurement SampTe
Frequency Type
Flow-m /Day(MGD) Contfinuous Record
Total Suspended Soiids {TSS)¥ i /MDay 24-Hour Composite
Total Residwal Chlorine 1/Day Grab
_ Wi fdeHour.Compesite
Total Copper 1/Week 24-Hour Composite
Total Lead 1 /Week 24-Hour Composite
Total Nickel 1 /Week 24-KHour Composite

Biomonitoring
EPAMethod-601—or624—

st At TR

X cececTive Jagl 86

, (See Part 111)

24-Hour Composite
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The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard
units and shall be monitored Wﬂb—ﬁnﬂe.

There shall be no discharge of floating soiids or visible foam in other than
trace amounts.

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above
shall be taken at the following location{s): 311, chlor-alkali plant 24"
parshall fiume.
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PART 1
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

TATE RN
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -g0utfall 321

During the perfod beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfali{s) serial number(s) 321,
Chlorine plant.

Such discharges shall be 'imited and monftored by the permittee as specified
below:

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations
kg/day( 1hs7day) Other Units (Specify)

Daily Avg Dafly Max Daily Avg Daily Max

Flow-m /Day{MGD) N/A N/A Report Report
] . oy SG/O
Total Suspended Solids {TSS) 921(“_}1} 1986 (4378 JN/A N/A
¢~  1otal Residual Chlorine 14.2 23.4(83- 1o N/A N/A
Total Copper B.8(10v5T>21. 7 (438 FI N /A N/A
. Total Lead 4.3(8-6)122 10,7 (236 P04 N/A N/A
Total Nickel 6.78H4r7)RA17 .5 (386 )MSN /A N/A
—2v3{5) 464104 Nh- NAA—
Biomonitoring N/A N/A N/A N/A

Effluent Characteristic Mon{toring Requirements
Measurement Sample

Frequency Type
F1ow-m /Day(MGD} Continuous Record
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)** 1/hay 24-Hour Composite
Total Residual Chlorine 1/Day Grab
Total Copper 1/Week 24-Hour Composite
Total Lead 1/Meek 24-Hour Composite
Total Nickel 1/¥eek 24-Hour Composite

¢ ~3-fHeek

Biomon{toring - (See Part I1I)  24-hr. composite
*EPA-Method-60)-—or-624—

tme

“..T_ l [ ' - ! . N -

. it EeFecTwE PATE olan.i, B8C
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)

The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard
units and shall be monitored ; .

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than
trace amounts.

- Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above

shall be taken at the following location(s): 321, chlorine plant discharge at
36" Trench concrete. : .

@
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PART 1
FOR NPDES PERMITS

ITaveaui
AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ~AOutfalls33i, 41,

351,361,371
~During the period beginning the

effective date and lasting through the

expiration date, the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall(s) serial
number{s) 331,341,351,361,371; Once-through cooling water and storm runoff.

Such discharges shall be 1imited and monitored by the permittee as specified

below:

Effluent Characteristic

F1ow-m /Day(MGD)

Discharge L imitations '
kg/day( 1bs7day) Other Units (Speci fy)

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max

N/A N/A Report Report
-

Repors Report— NLA —blmg/3-)-

(;ﬂ
®

~Net-Tota-Onygen—Dbemandh

Efquent Characteristic

Monitoring Requirements
Measurement T gample

3 g, e based ow 1w-Lawg
: STUM AT L 7 2 a - &1
Flow-m /Day(HeD) , MK ee Flaw.meder
—Net~Total-Orygen-Demand 1 /Day Grab
basep oN
} S) ‘/ Mary - ESvimave
* Each outfall 3"’ ¢ 3 _ A MJ‘% P
Rup Poxtable Flow
meler
- %) I/M/\ Powrable Flavmeter
37 } /m.;}l\ ave Prme Fiow by

Callect o
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The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard

units and shall be monitored idepmsiprgrabmumte. see Cat T

There shall be no discharge of floating solfds or visible foam $n other than
trace amounts.

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above
shall be taken at the following Yocation(s): ‘

331; 24" parshall flume
341, 36" flume

351, 10’ flume

361, earthen trench
371, 20" pipe.
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COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
GLYCOL I PROCESS AREA 400

GENERAL COMMENTS/REQUESTS

1a

2.

3,

5.

Page 14 of the Draft Permit

Outfalls 411 and 421 should read "Internal Cutfalls 411 and. 421".

Page 14 of the Draft Permit

On the effluent characteristic of flow, the requirements should be
"estimated* rather than calculated and the frequency should be
once/day.

Page 14 of the Draft Permit

For the TOD requirement on Internal Outfalls 411 and 421, we
request that the requirements be changed to 100 mg/1 TOD (see
generic discussion on Once~Through Cooling Water - Net T0D)., In
addition, the net TOD monitoring requirements should be changed to
a grab sample instead of a 24-hour composite in orxder to be con~-
Bistent with the other once-through cooling water outfall
reguirements.

Page 14 of the Draft Permit

The monitoring requirement for t,2~dichloropropane ghould also be
changed from a once/week 24-hour conmposite to a once/week grab in
order to be consistent with the other once~through cooling water
outfall requirements. '

Page 15 of the Draft Permit

The pH monitoring requirement for Internal Outfalls 411 and 421

should be deleted based upon the reasons and alternative monitoring
plan listed in a separate comment section titlied pH.

Page 16 of the Draft Permit

Outfalls 431, 441, and 451 should read "Internal Outfalls 431, 441
and 451", ’



NPDES PERNIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
GLYCOL I (AREA 400)

PAGE 2

7.

10,

Page 16 of the Draft Permit

For Internal Outfall 441, a limitation of 200 mg/l of
1,2~dichloropropane was imposed on this process area uncontaminated
atorm runoff after first flush is collected. In order to be con-
sistent with requirements on similar stream in other plants {i.e.
Vinyl II Internal Outfall 1721) the discharge limitation should be
set at 1 mg/l rather than 200 jiy/1.

In order to update the Agency's records, it should be noted that
the scrubber water from the Glycol I incinerator discharges to
Outfall 451 at a rate of 0.1 MGD.

Page 7, Paragraph 8 of the Pact Sheet

The Agency states in the fact sheet for Area 400 "Abatement must be
provided to maintain an effluvent long term average discharge of
approximately 12 1lb/day to comply with the approximately 52 lb/day
limitation. This level of abatement was determined to represent
containmant in the area equivalent to BAT reductions.™ fThe appli-
cant requests that the Agency explain these statements aince they
are incomprehensible to us.

Plows are to be estimated based as indicated on corrected parmit
sheet {Pages 14 and 16) in the back of this section. ¥requency of
meagurement should be as shown,

Mo
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PART 1

Page 14 of 127
Permit No. LAOOD330D1

PARY |

REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

“TWTERR N

SECYION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -AOutfalls 411 and

4zl

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Qutfali(s) serial number(s) 411
and 421 (once-through cooling water) from propylene oxide and intermediates.

Such discharges shall be 1imited and monfitored by the permittee as srerified

below:

Effivent Characteristic

F)ow-u /Day(MGD)
= et Total Oxygen Demand

1,2-Dichloropropane*

Effluent Characteristic

Flow-m3 /Day{ MGD')
et Tota) Oxygen Demand
i,2-Bichigropropane

*EPA Method 601 or 624

Discharge Limitations
kg/day( 1bs7/day} Other Units {Specify)
Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max

N/A N/A Report ,Roegort
N/A N/A Report &(mg/1)

Report Report N/A 200(ug/1)

Monitoring Requirements
Weasurement Sample
Frequency Type .

®nee S:d-\ FSTIinATED QASED AW l’mtr
:i Res avD Pump tovg

1 /Day
Craode
1 /veek bRt



The pH shall not be less tha
units and shall be monitored

There shall be no discharge

trace amounts.

shall be taken at the fofllow

"old” 004-1: 421, once-

Samples taken in comp!s:;\ce \

PART 1

Page 15 of 127
Permit No. LADD03301

N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard
via grab sample.

" floating solids or visible foam in other than
th the monitoring requirements specified above

g location(s): 411, once-through cocling water at
1 cooling water at "old" 004-2.
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PART 1
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

TE NN
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIRE?{NTS —AOutfaH{s) 431,
88), and &5].

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from OQutfall{s) serial number{s)

431, stormwater impoundment 441, emergency stormwater overflow and 451, once-
through cooling and rain water {air system) from Glycol [ area.

- Such discharges shall be Timited and monftored by the permittee as specified

below:
Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations
- kg/day( tbs/day] Other Units (Specify)
Daily Avg Daily Max Dafly Avg Daily Max
F1ow-im /Day{MGD) N/A N/A Report Report
Total Oxygen Demand Report Report N/A 200 (mg/1)
1,2-Dichloropropane Report Report N/A
' (rgy/

Efflient Cheracteristic Monitoring Requirements

Measurement Sample

Frequency Type ]
Rlowenirbagitany Soey C Getinate
Total Oxygen Demand lﬁl}ay* Grab
1,2-Dichloropropane** 1/Week* Grab *. u

- g3 £ ;/Da meaSvRep Wil REBVeC

f‘m?:: ﬂ‘::i;/a“y {mep) 3] /Dry AR 1 micc PLATE
**EPA Method 501 or 624 L | " ’/5‘7 8stinnied baped ov

M ERLL

5} | .,lv‘ fﬁf'oMk “SGJ bl
1 /M heat balavce eafeofotravs
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The pH shall not be Tess than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard
units and shall be monitored N/A.

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foan in other than
trace amounts.

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above
shall be taken at the following location(s): 431, rain water impoundment to
effluent canal; 441, emergency overflow from Glycol ! area and 451, once- through
cooling and rain water (air system) at "old" 004-3 in the Glycol ! area.
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COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAPT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
SOLVENTS PROCESS AREAR 500

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGE 18, DRAFT PERMIT

The limitation on total nickel is based on one grab sample in the
permit application and is unnecesssary based on most recent data.

Justification

Recent analyses of Internal Outfalls 511 and 521 indicates that nickel
is below treatability levels and, moreover, appears in amounts which
should not be of concern to the Agency. Recent data indicate the
following:

Total Nickel

Misaisaippi Internal Internal
Date River Outfall 511 ‘Outfall 521
mg/1 mg/l 1b/day mg/1 lb/day

1/6/64 .025 m—— —— - e
1/8/84 —— .01 7.1 .026 .54
1/9/784 - - - -015 .21
7/10/84 017 o1t 7.8 .015 —
7/24/84 —_ <, 003 <1.5 <.003 <o 1
7/25/84 <,003 <. 003 <1.5 <.003 <.1
1/26/84 <.003 .008 4.0 <.003 <.1
T1/27/84 <.003 012 6.0 <. 003 <.1
7/28/84 <.003 <.003 €<1.,5 <,003 <.1
1/29/84 <.003 <.003 <1.5 014 <.1
7/31/84 <.003 <.003 <1.,5 <.003 <.
8/1/84 <. 003 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.?

It is obvious from the data that the amounts of nickel appearing in

Internal Outfall 511 and 521 effluents are due to background levels of
the metal in the cooling water obtained from the Migslssippi River.

The permit application single data point is, we believe, erroneous and,
moreover, not representative of nickel diaschargea from these outfalls.

Requented Change to Draft Permit

Delete the limitation on total nickel at Internal Outfalls 511 and 521,
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NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS

AND REQUESTED CHANGES
SOLVENTS (PROCESS AREA 500)
PAGE 2

COMMENT WO, 2, PAGE 1B, DRAFT PERMIT

The discharge limitations for TPH for the sum of Internal Outfalls 511
and 521 should be set at levels which have already been achieved by the
permittee from the previous installation of BAT treatment. Discharge
limitatione on Internal Outfall 601 should be moved to Internal Outfall
511 and limitations requested for 601 should be summed with those limi-
tations requested for 511 and 521,

Justification

See justification described in the Vinyl I Process Area 600 comments.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

The discharge limitations for TPH for 511 and 521 should be modified as
proposed in a separate comment section titled “"Proposed TPH Limita®.
Proposed limitations on 511 and 521 should be added to proposed limita-
tions on 601 and should be monitored at %11 and 521. lLosses measured
at 521 should be added to losses measured at 511,

COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 18, DRAFT PERMIT

The limits for "Total Residual Chloxine® should be deleted from the
Internal Outfall 511 since recent analytical resulta {set forth below)
indicate that this outfall does not contain a significant chlor:l.ne
discharge.

Juatification

Recent data from Internal Outfall 511 indicate the following:

Detection i detection,, Ve

Date mg/l TRC*  Limit (mg/l1) E' por Mo thr RAT

6/22/84 ND 1.0
6/25/64 1.9 1.0 O‘ngf— N
6/26/84 3.6 1.0
6/27/84 <1 1.0
6/28/84 <1 1.0
6/30/84 <1 1.0
7/1/84 <1 1.0
1/6/84 < 1.0
1/9/64 <t 1.0
7/11/84 <1 1.0
1/12/84 < 1.0

oousdiitisis]



et .

NPDES PERMIT CQOMMENTS
AND REQURSTED CHANGES
SOLVENTS (PROCESS AREA 500)

PAGE 3

Detection
Date mg/i TRC*  Limit (mg/1)
7/25/84 €0.05 0,05+
7/26/84 <0.03 0.0%
1/27/84 <€0.05 0.05
7/28/84 <0.05 0.05
1/29/64 <0.05 0.05
7/30/84 0.24 0.05
8/1/84 0.30 0.05
8/2/84 <0.05 0.05
8/4/84 <0.05 0.05
8/5/84 <0.05 0.05
8/6/84 <0.05 0.05

A pound par day loss rate cannot be calculated since this is a grab
sample
**More gensitive analytical method used as of this date

The fact sheet does not indicate, and we have been unable to detemine,
what the bauls is for the "17 average/34 maximun® limitation. ‘The detec~
tion limit based on naw analytical methodology for TRC is 0.05 mg/l or
25 theorectical pounds per day at the 511 Internal Outfall. It is,
thereofore, impossible to demonstrate compliance of a 17 pounds per day
average permit limitation. Tt would be arbitrary and capricious to
apply such a limit in any final permit,

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Based on recently developed (previous page) data, the TRC limitation
should be deleted. Alternatively, the frequency should be changed to
once a month with a "report only" requirement. Also, the permit writer
is referred to a saparate comment section on "fotal Residual Chlorine®
for further justification,

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 18, DRAPT PERMIT

The lLimitetion on “"Total Residusl Chlorine® ahould be deleted from
Internal Outfall 521 since the chlorine is adequately neutralized in
the return canal by the chlorine demand of 575 MGD of once-through
Miasisasippl River water prior to discharge fram the Division Final
Outfall 001,

Justification

Neutralization of residual chlorine by once-through river water ia
deacribed in a separate comment section on "Total Residual Chlorine®,
Recent data shown below indicates that the present discharge of resi-
dual chlorine from 521 is neutralized prior to discharge from the final
outfall.



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS

AND REQUESTED CHANGES
BOLVENTS (PROCESS AREA 500)
PAGE 4

Internal Outfall 521 Pinal Outfall 001
(Avarage Flow 1.5 MGD) (Average Flow 600 MGD)

Date mg/1 mg/1 1b/day**
6/22/84 246

6/25/84 109

6/26/84 123

6/27/84 <1

6/28/84 324

6/30/84 67

1/1/64 105

7/6/84 15

7/9/84 48

7/11/84 75

7/12/84 47

17257844 2.8

7/26/84 17.4 <.03 <150
7/21/84 < .05 <.03 <150
1/28/84 160 <.03 <150
7/29/84 110 <.03 <150
1/30/84 4.9 <.03 <150
8/1/84 < .05 <.03 <150
8/2/84 < .05 <.03 <150
8/3/04 —vne <.03 <150
8/4/84 7.4 <.03 <150
8/5/84 15.2 <.03 <150
8/6/84 8.1 <.03 <158

*More sensitive analytical method used ag of this date.
**Assumes this concentration is present for the 24-hour period.

Requested Change to Draft Permit

Basaed on recently developed data, the TRC limitation should be deleted
from Internal Outfall 521, Alternatively, the frequency should be
changed to once a month with a "report only” requirement. Also, the
permit writer is referred to a separate comment section on “Total
Regidual Chlorine* for further justification.

COMMENT NO., 5, PAGE 20, DRAFT PRRMIT

Net TOD limits are inappropriate for OTCW in the Chlorinated Solvents
Plant since purgeable halocarbons are the only source of organics and
are monitored satisfactorily in the combined flow at Internal Outfall
511,



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS

AND REQUESTED CHANGES
SOLVENTS (PROCESS AREA 500)
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Justification

The proposed permit requires the monitoring of Net TOD for Internal
Outfalls 611, 621, 631 and 641. The permittee feels this requirement
is of no environmental value mince purgeable halocarbon would be the
only addition of TOD contamination and a TPH limit exists immediately
downstream at the final combined flow from the 600 Area. Moreover,
sufficient analytical eensitivity exists at this outfall such that
limitations and new outfalls further into the process area are
unwarranted and contrary to 40 CFR 122.45(1).

Additional comments concerning these net TOD requirements can be found
in a separate comment section titled “OTCW Nat TOD".

Retquested Changes to the Draft Permit

The net TOD requirements should be dropped and Internal Outfalls 501,
531 and 541 should not be ildentified by serial numbers since all of the
streams make up Internal Outfall 511, This should satisfy the intent
of the permit writer to requlate for contamination since 511 has both
discharge limitations and monitoring requirements for TPH as well as
the analytical sensitivity.

GENERAL COMMENTE/REQUESTS

Page 8 of the Fact Sheet

1. Use water flow rates for the Chlorinated Solvents Plant in Dow
correaspondence “"Proposed Total Furgeable Balocarbon Limits,®
7/19/84,

2. "Influx" in paragraph 3 should be T"reflux®.

3. TEmperical™ in paragraph 6 should be “empirical”.

Page 18 of the Draft Permit

4. "Outfall(s) Sum of 511 and 521" should read "Internal Outfall{s)
Sum of 511 and 521",



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS
ARD REQUESTED CHANGES
SOLVENTS (PROCESS AREA 500)

PAGE 6

EPA Analytical Standards require gradb samples analyzed within 30
minutes for TRC, but the proposed permit states the use of a
24-hour composite. We believe the intent of the permit writer was

to require a grab sample for this parameter.

Biomonitoring comments and recommendations for 511 can be found in
a peparate gsection titled "Biomonitoring™ and in Dow's comments on
biomonitoring in Parts II and III of the draft permit.

Page 19 of the Draft Permit

7.

The pHE monitoring requirements for Internal Outfalls 531 and 541
should be deleted based upon the reasons and alternative monitoring
plan listed in a separate comment section titled "pH".

The description of the compliance monitoring requirements on page 19
for 511 phould read "511; process, cooling and scrubber” not "511;
contact river water from steam stripper”,

Pages 20 and 21 of the Draft Permit

9,

Delete completely pages 20 and 21,

Page 18 of the Draft Permit

10.

Due to design, construction and start-up of a major capital project
to reduce chlorinated organic losses at the Solvents Plant (see
Compliance Schedule section), it is necessary to place interim
limitations on TPH on the sum of Internal Outfalls 511 and 521,
The final limits will be effective upon completion of the project
on Apxril 1, 1987. ‘'he interim limit for this outfall should be
284 1lb/day maximum based on 1984 data with a 99% confidence factor.
(See discussion in Compliance Schedule.) The 284 lb/day maximum
inciudes TPE iosses fyom Vinyl I and Solvents.
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PART 1
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

,,,,gmlnl-

%ECTIDN A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS Aoutfall{s) sum of
11 and 5Z1.

During the period beginning effective date and 'lastin? through expiration date
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall{s) serial number(s) sum of
511 and 521 - process wastewater from the manufacture of chlorinated solvents,

Such discharges shall be 1imited and monitored by the permittee as specified
below:

Effluent Characteristic | Discharge Limitations
kg/day{1bs/day? Other Units (Specify)
Dafly Avy Daily Max Dafly Avg Daily Max
F1ow-m /Day{ MGD ) N/A N/A Report Report
"Tota] Revidval Chhmue Repant REPORY
TobadwRewiduilalhloning . N/A N/A
Tobtbetbicked Za8(6.3) Skl 12wl N/A N/A
Total Purgeable Halocarbons* W ﬂmﬂ N/A N/A
B{omoni toring Wl < DI N/A
Effluent Characteristic Monitoring Requirements
Measurement Sampl~
Frequency Type
Fl ou-nP/Da‘y( MGD) Continuous Record .
Toras Resova Chisaive 1 /manihy Crag
; SiDay LAmlaunbonpocite
Lobdi-livhed Lfliook 2ullonr.Conposi-te
Total Purgeable Halocarbons 1/Day 24-Hour Composite
Biomonitoring (See Part 111) 24-Your Composite

*LPA Method 601 or 624

**0utfall 511 contains purgeable halocarbons amd=testedmessidual.chlocine from
Vinyl 1, ewtfeltetod, .
Avd ERom e Chlen.wvated

saluents PracedSen,

¥ erreenive Date o Fivi LomifgTars 15 Apaic 1, 1987
Toreaim Limits e &.\1@1¢Aus stiod 532) a0 28Y lbl Dﬁ-}
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The pH shall not be less than N/A standard un{ts nor greater than N/A standard
units and shall bde monitored via grab sample.

There shall be no discharge of floating solfds or visible foam in other than
trace amounts.

Samples taken In compliaznce with the monitoring requirements specified above
shall be taken at the following location{s): 5il;

stoaswptripper; 521, contact process wastewater.

511 (formerly O05A) process, cooling and scrubber wter; 521 (formeriy
0058) scrubber and stormwater from solvents manufacturing area.
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DELETE
: PART )
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

SECNON A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS - Oy¥falls 501,

During the“period beginning effective date and lasting thpbugh expiration date
the permitted\is authorized to discharge from Qutfall{s)/serial number{s) 501,
531,541 - Non~gontact river water and uncontaminated Mtom runoff from
chlorinated solvénts plant.

Such discharges shalNpe limited and monitored by Ahe permittee as specified
below:

Effiuent Characteristic Discharge Limitations
“'“ kg/day( }bs/day) Other Units (Specify)

Da{ly Avg Daily Max Datly Avg Daily Max
F1ow-m /May(MGD) N/ N/A Report Report
Net Tota) Oxygen Demand /A N/A N/A 5{mg/1}
Effluent Lharacteristic Monitoring Requiwements
- Measurement Mple

Frequency Typé

Flow-m /Day(MGD) Continuous Estimate
Net Total Oxygefi Demand 1Day Grab



—

)}

PART 1

Page 21 of 127
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There shall be no discharge of 1ds or visible foam in other than
trace amounts,

e mon{
location{s):

Samples taken in compliance wit

ing requirements spectfied above
shall be taken at the follo

50); non-contact riv
531, non-contact
541, non-contac

water plus incinerator scrobber water.
e-through river water.

iver water plus stripped stormwater.
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COMMENTS AND REGUESTED CHANGES
TO DRAPT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CORDITIONS CONCERNING THE
VINYL I PROCESS AREA 600

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGE 22, DRAFT PERMIT

Net TOD limits are inappropriate for OTCW in the Vinyl I Plant since
purgeable halocarbons are the only source of corganics and are monitored
satisfactorily in the combined £low from the 600 Area,

Justification

The proposed permit requires the monitoring of Net TOD for Internal
outfalls 611, 621, 631 and 641. 'The pexrmittee feels this requirement
is of no environmental value since purgeable halocarbons would be the
only source of TOD contamination and a TPH limit exists immediately
downstream at the final combined flow from the 600 Area. Moreover,
sufficient mnalytical mensitivity exists at this downstream outfall
such that limitations and new outfalls further into the process area
are unwarranted.

Additional comments concerning these net TOD requirements can be found
in a.separate comment section titled "OTCW Net TOD®.

Requested Changes to the Draft Parmit

The net TOD requirements should be dropped and Internal Outfalls 611,
621, 631, and 641 should not be identified by serial numbers since all
of these streams make up Internal Outfall 601, This should satisfy the
intent of the permit writer to regulate for contamination aince
Internal Outfall 601 hag both discharge limitations and monitoring
requirements for TPH, as well as the analytical sensitivity.

COMMENT NO. 2, PAGE 22, DRAFT PERMIT

The Aischarge limitations for T®E for Internal Outfall 601 should be
moved to Internal Outfall 511 and should be set at levels which have
already been achieved by the permittee from the previous installation
of BAT treatment.

Justification

TInternal Outfall 511 is common to both the Vinyl I and the SBolvents pro-
cess areas. The total flow at 511 averages 60 MGD. Analytical sen-
sitivity is equivalent to 2.5 lb/day of TPH for each of the five
compounds which could be present at this internal outfall.

Consolidation of Internal Outfalls 601 and 511 would reduce the
sampling requirements, the flow measurements, the flow calculations and
the analytical demands on the permittee without sacrificing the 1b/day
senaitivity limits.



NPDES PERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
VINYL I (AREA 600)
PAGE 2

Requestaed Changes to Draft Permit

The discharge limitations for purgeable halocarbons on Internal Outfall
601 should be modified as proposed in a separate comment section titled
*Proposed Total Purgeable Halocarbona Limite®, should be monitored at
Internal Outfall 511, and should be added to the limitations requested
at Internal Cutfalls 511 and 521.

COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 22, DRAFT PERMIT

Imposition of permit limits and monitoring for TOD, TPH, TRC and bio-
monitoring at Outfall 601 is unnecessary and is contrary to EPA'a own
regulation at 40 CFR 122.45(1) in view of the fact that the same para-
meters are limited and monitored at proximate downstream Internal
Outfall 511,

Justification

40 CFR 122.45(1) allows EPA to impose permit limits and monitoring at
upstream points in an owner's/operator's facility when "...exceptional
circumstances...” support it and are recited in the fact sheet., Implicit
in 40 CPR 122.45(4) is the proposition that EPA may impose permit

1imits and conditions upstream but no further upstream than is

necessary to overcame the “exceptional circumstances" which justified

it in the first place.

In this situation, imposition of limits upstream is justified, if at
all, on the basie of lack of analytical sensitivity at Dow's Final
Outfall 001 where flow can reach up to about 650 MGD. At the flow rate
existing at Outfall 601 from the Vinyl I Plant, 47 MGD, there is suf-
ficient analytical sensitivity to control and monitor the pollutant
parameters limited there.

Very close to the spame degree of analytical sensitivity exists at
Internal Outfail %511 which ie » combined discharge point for the
vinyl I Plant and the Solvents Plant {total combined flow of about
60 MGD).

Inasmuch as the same pollutants are regulated at the two outfalls and
Outfall 511 has essentially the same analytical sensitivity as at
outfall 601, there is mo legal or technical justification to control
and monitor these pollutants at Internal Qutfalls 601, 611, 621, 631
and/or 641. In fact, all these outfalls should actually be deleted in
favor of Outfall 511,
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Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Delete Outfalls 611, 621, 631, 641, and 601 (and continue to limit and
monitor TOD, TPH, TRC and monitor flow and biomonitor at Internal
Qutfall 511).

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 22, DRAFT PERMIT

The limits for "Total Residual Chlorine® should be deleted from the 601
Internal Outfall since recent analytical results (set forth balow)
indicate that this plant does not have a significant chlorine
discharge.

Justification

Recent data from Internal Outfall 601 indicatas the following:

Detection
Date mg/l TRC* Limit (mg/1)
. 6/22/84 ND 1
, 6/27/84 ND 1
6/28/84 ND 1
6/29/84 ND 1
7/1/84 ND 1
1/3/84 ND 1
7/5/84 ND 1
1/6/84 ND {
1/9/84 ND 1
7/10/84 ND 1
7/11/84 ND 1
7/12/84 ND 1
7/25/84 ND 0.05%4%
1/26/84 13 0, 05%%
1/21/84 RD 0.054%
7/28/84 ND 0. 054
7/30/84 ND 0.05%+
8/1/84 ND 0.05%
B8/2/84 ND 0. 05w
8/3/84 — -
8/4/84 ND 0.054*
8/5/84 ND 0.054%
8/6/84 ND 0.05%*

*A pound per day calculation cannot be made since this is a grab sample
. **More sensitive analytical method used as of this date,
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The fact sheet does not indicate, and we have been unable to determine,
what the basis is for the 17 average/34 maximum limitation. The detec~
tion limit based on new anlaytical methodology for TRC is 0.05 mg/l or
20 theoretical pounds per day at the 601 Internal Outfall. It ia,
therefore, impossible to demonstrate compliance of a 17 pounds per day
average permit limitation, It would be arbitrary and capricious to
apply such a limit in any final permit.

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit

Based on recently developed (previous page) data, the TRC limitation
should be deleted. Alternatively, the frequency should be changed to
once a month with a “Report Only" requirement. Also, the permit writer
is referred to a separate comment section titled "Total Residual
Chlorine® for further Jjustification.

GENERAL COMMENTS/REQUESTS

Page 9 of Fact Sheat

1. The statement "the permittee produces EIX hy direct and oxychlorxi-
nation of ethylene® jg incorrect, It should read “"the permittee
produces EDC by direction chlorination of ethylene“.

2. The statement “some VCM is chlorinated to 1,9,2-trichlorocethane.
The HCL by-product is utilized in the oxychlorination reaction
above™ is incorrect and should be deleted.

3. Use water flow rates for the Vinyl I Plant indicated in Dow
correspondence "Proposed Total Purgeable Halocarbon Limitas®,
7/19/64,

4, HKiminate Internal Outfalls 611, 621, 631 and 641.

Page 10 of the Fact Sheet

5. "Abvoe™ should be “"above”.

6. According to the permit writer, the excess stormwater calculation
was supposed to be the pame as the calculation for the Bolvents
Plant. If that is the case, the limits should be 12.5 pounds per

day 30-day average and 25 pounds per day daily maximum, not
6 averagﬁ%i‘ maximumn as indicated on Page 10.



NPDES PRERMIT COMMENTS
AND REQUESTED CHANGES
. VINYL I (AREA 600)

PAGE 5

7.
8.

"Emperical® should be “"empirical”.
"50t" should be "S511%,

"s5ix cmponehts" should be "twe components®.

Page 22 of the Drafit Permit

10.

11.

12.

"Outfall 601" should read "Internal Outfall 601",

The monitoring requirements for TRC specify a "24-hour composite”
sample. This is inconsistent with EPA sampling protocel. ‘This was
probably intended to be a “grab sample®.

Biomonitoring for Internal Outfall 601 should be deleted since
bilomonitoring will be required downstream at Internal Outfall Sit.

Page 23 of the Draft Permit

® o

14.

The pH monitoring requirements for Internal Outfalls 601, 611, 621,
631 and 641 should be deleted based upon the reasons and alter-
native monitoring plan listed in a separate camment section titled

"oR",

The paragraph addressing net TOD and OTCW outfall descriptions
should be deleted based on separate comments dealing with these
subjects.
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PART 1

page 22 of 127 : -

Permit No. LADDD3301 DELETE
Mave o Iwteenas

PART 1 durerwe S/l
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS

SECTION A. BEFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ~ Ouffall 601

During the peridd beginning effective date and lasting throudh expiration date
the permittee is quthorized to discharge from Outfall{s) serial number(s) 601,
procesc wastewater\from EDC/VCM and once-through cooling j)ater.

Such discharges shall\be 1imited and monitored by the

mmittee as specified
below:

Effluent Characteristic Dischérage Limitations
kg/day{1bs/da Other Units (Specify)

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max

F?ow—m3/Day( MGD) N/A Report Report
Net Total Oxygen Demand* N/A N/A Report Report
Total Purgeable Halocarbons** 17.2(38}) N/A N/A
Tota) Residual Chlorine 7.7(1 15.4({34) N/A N/A
Biomonitoring N/A N/A R/A N/A

Effluent Characteristic Monitorhig RecJtirements
Feasuremext ~ Sample

Frequency Type

Flow-m /Day{MGD) Continuous Record

Net Total Oxygen Demand® 1/Day ~Hour Composite
Total Purgeable Halocarbons 1/Day 243Hour Composite
Total Residual Chlorise 1/MDay ur Composite
Biomonitoring {See Part I} 24-Howy Composite

* At OTCW stréams 0621, 0531 and 0641.
** EPA Method 601 or 624. .
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page 23 of 127
Permit No. LAODD330]

The pH shall not less than N/A standard units nor greater
units and shall be mo red 1/day via grad sample.

an N/R standard
There shall be no discharge 6 ble foam 1in other than

trace amounts.
Samples taken in compliance with the mon ing requirements specified above

process, utility and stormm drainag ¢ area. Located at “old"
006 sampling point at the south

Net TOD to be monitored
0631 approximately 17
return canal.



COMMENTS AND REQUESTED CBANGES
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND
CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE
LYGHT HYDROCARBON II PLANT AREA 700

COMMENT NO. 1, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

The draft TSS limitations for Internal Outfall 721 are incorrectly
based on the proposed organic guideliines “"high" water use instead of
the "low* water use concentrations, and the flow should ba 0.3 MGD
instead of the 0.03 MGD listed in the Pact Bheet. By using the correct
78S 1limitations and comparing against actual DMR data, this stream
poses no threat of TSS contamination and its monitoring should be
deleted.

Juatification

The proposed permit specified discharge limitations of 71 1b/day
average and 142 1b/day maximm. The permit writer states that the pro-
posed organic chemical guidelines were used to regulate TS5 in this
stream. These proposed guidelines in 40 CPR §414.33{(b) state BCT limi~
tations for TS5 of 120 mg/l dally average and 353 mg/l daily maximum
for low water use {wastewater discharge ls less than 0.2 gallons per
pound of total daily production). The "high" water uge concentrations
used by the permit writer do not apply.

The Fact Sheet atates that the contact water flow is 0.03 MGD for
Internal Outfall 721, This was the flow reduction that Dow predicted
in a correspondence from J.B. Martin (Dow) to J. Dehn (EPA/Dallas) on
November 17, 1983. However, since that time, Dow has cancelled this
proposed flow reduction project due to economic considerations. The
correct flow for Internal Outfall 721 should be modified to 0.3 MGD,
which is an average of the DMR monthly flows from 1983 to May, 1984 on
the existing Interna) Qutfall 007. The Benzene Removal Project for
this outfall is etill underway.

Since the flow for Internal Outfall 721 will remain 0.3 MGD, not
£.03 HGD, the T8S caleulations should be modified as follows:

788 (1b/day average)
0.3 MGD x 8.34 1b/gallon x 120 mg/1l = 300 lb/day avexrage
T56 (1lb/day maximum)

0.3 MGD x B8.34 1lb/galion x 353 mg/1 = 8683 lb/day maximum
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For Internal Outfall 721, the fact sheet statement that "No data are
available other than flow for this discharge® is incorrect. Proposed
Internal Outfall 721 is Outfall 007 in our existing permit with moni-~
toring requirements for flow, TSS, oil andl grease and TOD.

DMR data from 1983 to May, 1984 for existing Outfall 007 shows the
following TSS results:

TSS TSS
1b/day dally 1b/day daily
average maximum

1983 January 21.5 108
February 50.2 138

March 50.2 167

April 24.3 , 146

May 23.0 106

June 16.8 59

July 17.7 - 70
August 19.5 57
September 19.0 44
Octobear V7.7 46
November 19.2 ' 70
December 52.1 447

1984 January 57.2 196
Pebruary 33.2 176
March 30.9 123

April 36.9 124

May 52.6 150

Average Ib/day is 31.8

It is obvious that the existing plant history for TSS is well below the
300 1lb/day average and 883 lb/day waximum calculations using the actuasl
flow of 0.3 MGD and the permit writer's proposed orxganic chemical
guidelines. The past history of T8S for Internal Outfall 721 shows no
threat of TSS contamination and provides sufficlent information to
justify the removal of its T§S requirements.

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Delete the TSS discharge limitations and sonltoring requirements on
Internal Outfall 721,
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COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

The proposed permit has discharge limitations on Internal Outfall 721
for two oxygen demand parameters, TOD and BODy. This stream is
currently permitted for TOD with the combined mua from three other pro-
caspes. Bince TOD is currently permitted and past data history is
based on TOD not BOD;, the permittee requests that the discharge 1limi-
tations and monitoring requirements be deleted for BODg,

Also, the proposed TOD limitations of 200 mg/l avergae and 400 mg/l
maximm should be converted to its equivalent mass limits that do not
go into effect until capital project completion in July, 1, 1986.

Justification

Internal Outfall 721 is currently permitted for TOD with the sum of
three other processes. This stream has a "characteristic discharge™ of
1,377 1b/day average and 2,750 lb/day maximum.

Internal Outfall 721

Flow TOD TOD
Date MGD 1b/day Average l1bh/day Maximum
1983
January 0.23 449 683
February 0.28 665 897
March 0.28 595 1094
April 0.29 417 621
May 0.28 384 918
June 0.25 385 811
July g.23 362 708
August 0.25 313 525
Septemher 0,27 159 689
October 0.30 467 1022
November 0.29 398 769
Decembar 0.42 730 2875
1984

January 0.37 699 1299
Februsry 0.30 779 27124
March 0.34 879 1569
April 0.40 689 2538
May 0.35 986 2117

Avg. 0.30 Avg. 562
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Given the fact that TOD is currently monitored under the existing permit
with years of past history, the permittee does not understand the

need to require monitoring for the redundant oxygen parameter of BODs.
TOD has been an excellent indicator of operational upsets that would
affact oxygen demand which justifies the deletion of BODs.

The proposed permit places TOD “concentration" limits of 200 mg/1
average and 400 mg/) maximum on Internal Outfall 721. The 1983 through
May, 1984 data listed previously, demonstrates the consistent flow
nature of this stream which warrants conversion of the concentration
limits to mass limits, based on the average flow of 0.3 MGD:

0.3 MGD x 8.34 1b/gal x 200 mg/l = 500 lb/day average
0.3 MGD x B.34 1b/gal x 400 mg/l = 1000 lb/Gay maximum

However, it should be noted that the previous DMR data show an average
daily TOD discharge of 562 pounds, which is consistently above the pro-
posed mass limit of 500 lb/day average. The existing treatment system
basically consists of an API mseparator which results in minimum impact
on TOD removal. The permittee is currently installing a capital project
for benzene removal that is expected to xeduce its TOD discharge below
the proposed mass limits. This project completion date is June, 1986
(September 1, 1983 letter correspondence, David Graham {Dow) to

John Dehn {EPA). It would be arbitrary to attempt to establish
"interim® TOD limitations prior to the completion of this capital work
which is necessary to maintain compliance, so the permittee requests
that TOD be "reported” until July 1, 1986.

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

For Internal Outfall 721, delete the BOD5 limitations and monitoring
requirements, convert the proposed concentration TOD limits to ite
aquivaient mags limits effective July 1, 1986, TOD should be
reported within that time at the proposed frequency of once per week .

COMMENT NO. 3, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

The oil and groase "concentration” limits should be coiwerted to its
equivalent mass limitations of 25 lb/day average and 38 1b/day maximum.

Justification

Internal Outfall 721 currently has diacharge limitations of 30 1lb/day
average and 180 lb/day maximwe. The proposed permit has oil and grease
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discharge limitations of 10 mg/1 average and 15 mg/) maximum., The per-
mittee feels the proposed concentration levels are agreeble, but only
if the concentrations are applied to a flow (continuous in this cage) to
arrive as "mass* limits similar to the existing permit.

Using the flow of 0.3 MGD (the average of the DMR monthly flows from
1983 to May, 1984), the oil and greass discharge limitations should be:

0.3 MGD x 8.34 x 10 mg/L = 25 1b/day average
0.3 MGD x 8.34 x 15 mg/1 = 38 1b/day maximum

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Change the oil and grease concentration limits of 10 ng/l average and
15 mg/1 maximum to the equivalent mags limits of 25 lb/day average and
38 1b/Aay maximum for Internal Outfall 721.

COMMENT NO. 4, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

Benzene should be used as an indicator of purgeable aromatics and a
mass discharge limitation, based on the following comments, should be
utilized to arrive at a "max" discharge limitation of JO0_1b/day after
project campletion in July 1, 1986. This limitation will then be uti-
lized to arrive at the benzene limitation for Internal Outfall 1511.

Juatification

The fact gheet states that this stream (721) contains treatable
priority pollutants, that the permittee is installing a Benzene Removal
System, and that no data is available other than flow. However, as
previously stated, this stream is Outfall 007 in our existing permit.
The Part 2C application for this stream did detect three purgeahlie aro-
matic compounds in four sampling attemptn:

Average Average

Concentration Cone. Conc, Average
(mg/1) (mg/1) {mg/1) 1b/day
1 2 3 4
Benrene 4.2 3.4 4.0 5.1 4.18 4.2 7.4
Toluene 2.1 1.5 1.5 2.0 1.78 1.8 3.5
Ethylbenzene 0.21 0,16 0.1% 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.3
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The Fact Sheet states that the proposed BAT organic chemical guidelines
were utilized as a reqgulation baasis. Ethylbenzene is listed in the pro-~
posed guidelines with an effluent limitation of 0.275 mg/l. The infor-
mation on the permittee's Part 2C application indicated that
ethylbenzene was detected well below this level in all cases.

It should also be noted that, according to our data, benzane/toluene/
ethylbenzene are present in a very consistent ratio of 20/10/%, respec~
tively. Based upon process knowledge and composition, the permittee
feels that benzene is the single major indicator that could be used to
determine procesa compliance with this stream. In fact, all of the
permittee's referrals to the treatment system have been expressed as
“the Benzene Removal System™, since benrene is the key oomponent for the
design criteria,

The proposed permit requires both mass and concentration limite. The
permit writer has expressed that this is typical if the stream has a
wide range of flow. The permittee’s pervious Comment No. 2, Page 26 of
the draft permit explains the consistent flow from this internal outfall
which supports the conversion of the concentration limits to mass limits
using the average flow of 0.3 MGD,

It is unclear how the permit writer arrived at benzene limitations of
0.4 mg/l average and 0.65 my/]l maximwm, but it is apparently based on
gteam stripping technology. The proposed organic guidelines development
document examines the treatahility from steam strippers, but it was
developed primarily for homogeneous mixtures at solublility in water and
not on actual operating conditions of heterogeneous mixtures in a some-
times complicated stream nature, Also, the document typically used 100%
overall column efficiencies, gave little criteria on design and did not
address varlability factors associated with actusl operating conditions.
Apparently the permit writer did include a variability factor in
arriving at the proposed limits, but the permittee feels that the pro-
pogsed limits are too stringent to be achieved by steam stripping with
tha system that is currently under construction where there is no cer-
tainty of its actua) operating performance. The permittee believes
that 10 1b/day maximum benzene discharge from Internal Outfall 721 is
appropriate and achievable. This limit ensures that the permittee must
make every attempt to properly operate the system and it also allows
for wnexpected operating conditions as a result of a new system, never
before teated. The EPA haa the option to reopen any permit should the
need ever arise to re—examine a discharge parameter or limit.

This capital project is expacted to be in service by July 1, 1986, and
benzene should only be reported until project completion at which time
benzene will be regulated at Intarnal Outfall 1511,
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Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Dtilize benzene as an indicator of TPA to eliminate the additional
monitoring of toluene and ethylbenzene, Eliminate the benzene discharge
limitations of 0.4 wmg/l average and 0.65 mg/1 maximum with a "report"
requirement until project completion in April, 1986 and than estabiish
a benzene limitation of 10 1b/day maximum.

This benzene limitation should then be applied at Internal Outfall 15§11
(downstream of the Msthanes Plant). See comments on Internal Outfall 1511,

COMMENT RO. 5, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

The phenol discharge limitations should be changed to a *report™
requirement.

Justification

Initial meetings with the EPA and LDEQ ( formerly IDNR) on the develop-
ment of a BAT Permit indicated that both parties were primarily con-
cerned with the removal of benzene from ‘this wastewater stream. 2as a
result, the parmittee authorirzed a $4.75 M capital project with the pri-
mary goals of greatly reducing benzene (and other purgeable aramatic
compounds) and oil that is currently present in this stream with the
installation of steam stripping and dissolved air floatation treatment.
When the draft permit was imgsued discharge limitations of 0.5 mg/1
average and 1.0 mg/l maximum were alsc placed on phenol, Available
information for phenol is present in our Part 2¢ Application and also
from & recent sampling that indicated the following:

Concentration

le mng/1 1b/day
Part 2C #1 0.88 1.70
Part 2C §2 . 3¢ G.7G
Part 2¢C #3 <0.01 <0, 02
Part 2C #4 <0.01 <0.02
1/6/84 1.70 4.30
1/3/84 1.40 3.50
7/10/84 2.40 6.00
7/11/84 1.80 4.50
1/24/84 0.01 0.03
7/5/84 2.90 7.30
7/26/84 3.10 7.80
1/27/84 ) 0.59 1.50
‘1/28/84 0.03 0.08
7/29/84 0.02 0.05
7/30/84 0.02 0.05
1/31/84 0.02 0.05

8/1/84 0.03 0.08
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The highest phencol level detected on these 17 samples was 7.8 pounds and
the majority of the samples showed far less than this amount. Phenol is
formed as an undesired by-product by the presence of oxygen in the
athane/propane process. Phenol is not collected as a apecific compound
in this process and remains in vary low concentrationa and it is reaso-
nable to expect low phenol discharges similar to the above levels.

The current $4.75 M steam stripping and dissolved air flotation project
will not result in a significant reduction in phenol based on an EPA
article {treatability of the organic priority pollutants by steam
stripping, Bwang and Fahrenthold) that ciaims "not more than 23%
removal ,* for phenol. This EPA claim is also supported by three data
points that the permittee used to simulate approximate conditions of
this stream for phenol steam stripping:

Phenol Phenol out
into Stripper of Btripper __
Date mg/} my/1
. 7/13/84 11.5%0 6.90
1/14/84 9.03 10.00
1/15/84 10.30 9,70

It would be arbitrary to require the permittee to meet the proposed phe-
nol discharge limitations of 0.5 mg/l average and 1.0 mg/l waximum on a
stream that EPA claims will not result in more than a 23% removal. The
permittee realizes that the EPA and LDEQ are interested in identifying

phenol sources and a "report" requiresent in this case would be benefi-
cial to demonstrate that phenol is not a concern from this internal out-

fall.
Requested Change to the Draft Permit

Delete the discharge limitations for phenol and add a “report® only
requirement at the proposed frequency of once per week.

COMMENT NO. 6, PAGE 26, DRAFT PERMIT

Naphthalene should be utilized as an indicator for other polynuclear
aromatics (i.e. fluorene) as stated in the Pact Bheet, with a “report”
only requirement for mass discharge at Internal Outfall 721.
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Justification

Fluorene is a polynuclear aromatic and page 18 of the Fact Sheet for the
2200 Area states that naphthalene is considered an indicator for several
polynuclear aromatics (ENA's). The permittee's Part 2C data for
Internal Outfall 721 indicates. that naphthalene is the moast predominant
PNA (averaged 3.8 lb/day), while fluorene averaged only 1 1b/day. The
permittee does not understand the need to set discharge limitations and
monitoring requirements on a second PNA compound (fluorene) since
naphthalene is the primary component.

Page 18 of the Pact Sheet for the 2200 Area indicates that "very little
data is available on the results of treatment technology for
naphthalene”. The permittee agrees with this conclusion. Bowever, we
strongly disagree with the permit writer's conclusion that "Apparently,
naphthalene ip effectively removed by well-operated hio-systems or else
it would bhave been encountered in the organic chemical guideline deve—
lopment work.® The proposed organic chemical guidelipes, Appendix E,
states that naphthalene is one of the compounds which “are not proposed
for regqulation at this time, generally due to lack of adequate data®.
The permittee feels that, considering the above information, setting
discharge limitations for naphthalene would be extremely arbitrary with
na sound justification,

Since treatment data is not available for naphthaleme, it would be hene-
ficisl to require the mass reporting of naphthalena in an effort to
establish a long term data base for reduction of this compound by steam
stripping.

Requested Change to the Draft Permit

- Delete the discharge limitations and monitoring requirement for fluorene
and change the naphtheslene discharge limitetions of 0.% mg/l average and
1.0 mg/1 maximun to a "report” only requirement of mass discharge.

COMMENT NO. 7, PAGE 30, DRAFT PERMIT

Recent phenol data for Internal Outfall 741 indicate an average
discharge of less than 30 ppb, and its lack of presence justifies tha
need to delete this parameter.




